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EFFECTS OF THE ADMINISTRATION'S FISCAL:

YEAR 1981 BUDGET ON CHILDREN AND YOUTH

WEDNESDAY; MARCH 9, 1983
HousSk o¥ REPRESENTATIVES,
Task Forck ON ENTITLEMENTS,
UNCONTROLLABLES AND INDEXING;,
CoMMITYEE ON THE BUDGET,
o ] Washington: D.C.
~ The task force met, pursuant to. notice, at 9:40 aim: in room
2203, Kayburn House Office Building, Hon. Brian J. Donnelly
{chairman of the task force) presiding.

‘Mr: Donnersy. The Task Force on Entitlements, Uncontrolla-
bles, and Indexing meets this morning to consider the President’s
propusals for means-tested entitlement programs for fiscal year
1984, with special emphasis on their effect on children and youth.
1 am pleased this morning to welcome Linda McMahon, Asso-
ciate Commissioner for Family Assistance, and Robert Leard,
Acting Administrator of the Food and Nutrition Service at the De-
partmeiit of Agricultire. ] L o

I look forward to their presentations of the President’s funding
reguiests, and their explanation of the reasoning behind the fund-
ing levels they request. B .
~ Also scheduled to testify this morning is Hon. Ted Weiss, thair-
man of the Government Operations Subcommittee on Intergovern-
mental Relations and Human Resources, and a panel of organiza-
tion representatives. I also look forward to.their analysis and_cri-
tique of the priorities set forth in the President’s fiscal year 1984
budget. . . B

Once again; the administration is proposing cnts in the mears-
tested entitlement programs. In aid to families with dependent
children, they propose savings of $666 million in fiscal year 1984,
which will result in a benefit reduction of 10 percent from fiscal
year 1983 levels. o o e
" These reductions would come on top of reductions of $6.1 billion
for 1982-85 already enacted during the last 2 years. The President
proposes to achieve these savings through a variety of proposals:
Mandatory workfare; including all related adults. and. children in
the AFDC ausistance unit; prorating shelter and utility costs in
shared households; terminating the parental benefit when the
youngest child reached 16; reforming child siipport eriforcemerit.

" In the area of food and nutrition, the administration proposes
total outlays of $16.3 billion; a decrease of $1.5 billion below fiscal
year 1983 funding. This reductior would result primarily from a

1
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decrease of $1.1 billion in the food stamps program and $400 miil:
lion in child nutrition: . o ) .

These cuts are in addition to the $11.2 billion of cuts already im-
posed on the food stamp prograni for fiscal year 1982-85; and cuts
of $6.4 Lillion in funding for child nutrition for fiscal year 1982-85.

Food stamps reductions will be achieved in several ways: Estab-
lishing a standard deduction of $140. per month to replace the cur-
rent standard shelter deduction; establishing a new earnings deduc-
tion of $75 per month for recipients working full time; requiring
that individuals living together participate as a single food stamp
household; reducing the _allowable State error raté from 4 percent
to 3 percent; delaying the cost-of-living adjustment for 6 moriths;
imposing mandatory workfare: S .

In the area of child nutrition, the administration proposes reduc-
tions of $300 million in fiscal year 1983 and $1.15 billion in fiscal
year 1984-86. Tliey are resubmitting a proposal to block grant the
summer food program; child care food program. and school brealk-
fast programs, reducing funding by nearly 30 percent below the

" current policy level:

They propose to delay COLA’s by 6 months; and to. level find the
WIC program for women, infants and children; at $1.1 billion for
fiscal year 1984, This will result in a 5 percent caseload reduction.
The effect of past cuts hus been devastating; and will continae to
be devastating on our children: There is no question that this com-
mittee and this Congress miust act now to reduce the unprecendent-
ed budget deficit. The question facing this committee is twofold:
First, are the administration’s proposals for further cuts in these
children’s programs fair? Second, are they effective in reducing the
deficit? Huge cuts in these programs over the. past 2 years have not
resulted in a balanced budget; as promised, but rather in the big-
gest deficits in our history. Why should we now believe that fur-
ther cuts will reduce. the deficit? D
- Testifying first this morning is Linda McMahon, the Associate

Commissioner for the Office of Family Assistance, Department of
Health and Human Services. Ms. McMahon; we welcome you this

morning.

STATEMENT OF LINDA S. McMAHON. ASSOCIATE COMMISSIONER,
OFFICE OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
AND HUMAN SERVICES, ACCOMPANIED BY MICHAEL de MAAR,
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF POLICY AND EVALUATION
Ms. McMaxoN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciatée the op-

portunity to be here. I have with me Michael de Maar, who is the

Director of my Otfice of Policy and Evaluation. L
I am happy to be here to discuss the impact and fairness of the

administration’s fiscal year 1984 proposals for the aid to families

with dependerit children program. , S
Mr. Chairman; currently there are widespread misperceptions

and misrepresentations of this administration’s program to help

the needy. These false impressions are based primarily on a lack of
understanding about what we have done and what we are trying to
do. T would like to briefly describe the progress we have made so
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‘an adult working full time at the minimum wage. In 15 States; a

3

far. Then I will discuss our budget proposals for fiscal year 1984,
particularly in térms of their impict on children. : -
Over the last 2 years; we have ‘made far-reaching changes in the
AFDC program, the basic federally assisted. cash welfare program
for families with children. Through_provision of the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 and the Tax Equity and Fiscal
Responsibility  Act of 1982, we have improved the program. by re-
quiring that all inconie and resources available to a family be con-
sidered in determining its need for assistarice; by targeting scarce
resources tu those. with the greatest need; by strengthening work
requirements and improving employability of recipients; and by im-
proving administration of the program. = .

In the first year following the enactment of OBRA, we achieved
savings of $737 million. These savings were realized in spite of .in-
creases in need or payment standards by 25 States, and delayed im-

plementation of some of the most sigrificant OBRA provisions.. . ..
" In ternis of administrative costs; in the year following OBRA,
these costs grew much more slowly than in the_previous year:
While adiministrative costs increased 12 percent in fiscal year 1981,
they increased only 3.5 percent in fiscal year 1982, substantially
less than the fiscal year 1982 inflation rate of 6.1 percent.

The AFDC caseload decreased by 267,000 cases or 7. percent as a
vesiilt of OBRA: While it is too early to measure the impact of
TEFRA. we do not expect it to have as significant an impact on
program administration, budget or caseload as OBRA did, although
we expeéct it to achieve savings of approximately $97 million.__
" More important than the savings realized, however, we betieve
that over the last 2 years the program has baen significantly im-

proved. For example, prior to OBRA there was a permanent and
substantial disregard of earned income with no limit on the
amount of gross income a family could have and still receive assist-
arce. In every State, a family of four could stay on the rolls with

family of four could stay on the rolls with earnings over $15,000
per vear. We believe that. when a family has sufficient income tc
meet its basic needs, as defined by the State-set standard of need, it
is not the role of the Federal Government to supplement that fam-

ily’s income. o S . )

~"When Congress enacted the $30 and one-third earned incomie dis-
regard in 1967, it was intended to encourage welfare recipients to
work. In fact, however, this did not occur. The percentage-of .work-
ing welfare mothers remained constant _between 1967 and 1979 at
about 14 percent. In 1967, 33 percent of case closings were due to
earnings. In 1979, only about 8 percent of case closings_were due to
earnings: We believe that, when social welfare policy has been

shown to be ineffective in achieving its goals, it is time for a

change. And so when this administration took office; we proposed
limiting the earned income disregard to 4 months and setting a
gross income limit for welfare recipients:

Many predicted that as a result cf these changes, working wel-

fare rocipients would quit their jobs to remain eligible for assist-

ance. The information we are recéiving from States shows that this
just isn’t the case. About 16 States, including New Jersey and Illi-
nois, and Los Angeles County are reporting that a very low per-
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centige of torimer working recipients are réturning to the rolls.
Their figures include individuals who would normally be expected
to return to the rolls because they involuntarily had their hours of
work reduced or lost their jobs. But rather than rely on the infor-
mation in just 10 States, we now have underway a national study
by a well-known independent contractor. The study.will assess
major work-related changes including the extent to which working
recipients who lost eligibility return ta the rolls and the impact_of
the $30 and one-third earned income disregard on work effort. We
expect the results of this study to be available within a few weeks:

Another area of nidjor program improvement over the last 2
yeuars has been in work activities for AFDE applicants and recipi-
ents. Under OBRA, States were permitted to establish community
wurk experience programs; work supplementation programs; and
WIN demonstrations. Under TEFRA, Stites were permitted to re-
quire participation in job search by both applicants and recipients:
Thirty-four States have implemented at least one of these work
programs which help move able-bodied recipients off the welfare
rolls:
. Twenty-five States have implemented or plan to. implement
CWLEP under the current optional provision. ThHe pieliminary re
sults are very promising. For example, Oklahoma; New York,
North Caroling, and West Virginia indicate that 20 to 30 percent of
their CWEP participants are entering employment. Sponsors have
found CWEP to be a good way to provide necessary piblic services
in a period of budgetary constraint. Participants are endorsing the
program because it provides training, potential job leads, improved
employability, maintenance of existing job skills and improved
morale and self-estremi. As on< participant from Massachiisetts
said, "'It's better than just welfare. I really liked the way they got
right to work on helping nie.” e
. Several States are reporting high rates of voluntary participa-
tion: Thig is additional evidence that participants believe the pro-
gram is beneficial. ) o )

In States which have implemerted strung work requirements, we
have seen major reductions in weifare dependency. Programs that
incorporate job search and mandaie participation by employable

individuaiz have achieved major caseload reductions through both

Jjob placements and deterrence. For example, in Massachusetts,

where the program requires immediate job search by applicants, 12
percent of the participants found work in the first few months of
the program. In Michigan, there are high placement levels in spite
of a high jobless rate. The State is.seeing 2,000 case closures per
month due to employment, twice as high as 2 years ago. == =

In summury, we believe that the changes made over the last 2
years are_a significant step toward this administration’s goals of re-
storing the AFDC program to its proper. place as a temporary pro-
gram_of last resort, and amending Federal spending patterns to
recognize budgetary constraints at all levels of governmerit. .
__Let me assure you that in _making substantial progress toward
these goals the social safety net remains intact: Our programi for
change has been carefully targeted at families that had other
means of support but used AFDE as an income supplement: Assist-

B
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ance is still there for faniilies who have no option butl to rely on

Our proposals foi fiscal year 1984 reinforce the program im-
provemients of the last 2 years and continue to insure that welfare
is there for those who need it: I would like to briefly uescribe our
fiscil vear 1984 proposals which have budget impact: . )

Several of our proposals are designed to further strengthen work
requirements and improve the cmployability of recipients: This ad-
ministration believes thit ull uble-bodied individuals who request
assistance should be involved in some type of work-related activity
from the day they apply. - - , : o
~ We propose to require that all applicants who are able to work
be required to begin a job search as soon as they apply for assist-
ance; that those who cannot find employment must actively partici-
pate in a community work experience. program, work supplemerita-
tion program .or. program of grant diversion in order to increase
their employability through actual work experience; that sanctions
be applied against recipients who voluntarily terminate their em-

ployment_or reduce their hours of employment without good cause;
and that States be permitted to require parents of children age 3 to
{_to participate in work activities provided that child care is availa-
ble. . B
" We also have two proposals to insure that; in determinirig a faimi-
ily's need for assistance, all sources of income available to the
family are considered. We propose to require that all parents and
minor siblings. living with an AFDC child be included in the assist-
ance unit. This will put an.end to the current practice whereby
families exclude members with income from the assistance unit in
order to maxiniize benefits. It also. recognizes that primary respon-
sibility for support resides with the nuclear family and not with
the Government. A . o 7 .
As part of the process of defiriing the assistamnce unit, we also

propose to discontintie assistance to an employable parent or other
caretaker relative when the youngest AFDC child reaches age 16.
At that point, we believe the caretaker relative is sufficiently free
from child care responsibilities to enable him or her.to pursue em-
ployment. In_addition, by removing the caretaker relative from as-
sistance shortly before the youngest AFDC child loses eligibility,
assistance is phased out rather than suddenly cut off. .
In. the area of retargeting assistance, there are two proposals
which serve to limiit eligibility to those who are in need and not in
a position to provide for themselves. . : . L
" First, we propose to require States to reduce the portion of the
AFDC grant for shelter and utilities for any assistance unit sharing
a household with others: When individualé share a household,
economies of scale result. Our proposal seeks to recognize that fiict,
theréby climinating excess benefits to recipients who share a

household with others. . S

Our second proposal for targeting assistance is to eliminate pay-
ments to children whose parert is absent. solely due_ to employ-
ment-related. activities: In these cases, the parent has not deserted
the family, the family tie continues, and the support obligation re-

mains.
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The proposul would correct the current inequity that exists in
many_Stuates where if a parent leaves home to work or look for a

Job, the tamily would be ineligible for assistance. This provision
parallels a provision ennacted last year which eliminates payments

" to children whose parent is absent solely due to performance of

active duty in a uniformed service. . ) o
The overriding concern in developing these. proposals was not to
reach a particular Jevel of reduction in AFDC spending. In fact, a
number of proposals over the past 2 years and again this year,
have little or no budget impact. o , : S
_ur concern 1s.to give AFDC children and their families the kind
of help that really helps in the long run. More money; by itself, is
nnly a short-term solution:. We believe that the way to help chil-
dren is to help families achieve sclf-sufficiency and give up their
welfare dependency; to restore the idea that it is not OK to stay on
wellzre if you are capable of self-support. S
For those who are forced to rely on assistance; we are committed
to_establishing an_equitable welfaré system capable of targeting
searce resources where the need is the greatest. Our fiscal year
1981 proposals are designed to promote self-sufficiency and insure
fair and equitable treatment of those who must rely on assistance.
__For exumple, our proposal with the greatest budget impact is the
proposal that nonexempt individuals_ participate in specified work
dctivities such a¢ job search and CWEP. We believe that if work is

available; the able-bodied applicant or recipient should. take. the
payvcheck rather than the welfare check. Welfare will still be there
where it is needed; but self-support should not be regarded as an
option. A wage-earning member of society acquires a sense of digni-

ty, self-worth; and confidence that no amount of welfare can pro-
vide. More important, however, is the example that parents set for
their chitdren when they. become actively engaged._in pursuing al-
terna‘ives to welfare reliance. Through job search requirements
and CWEP assignments; we believe we are providing the kind of
help that dependent children need in the long run. =
By. allowing States to. operate grant diversion programs _that
enable them to use the AFDC grant to subsidize public or private
sector jobs, they will be using the welfare benefit to help pay a
wade on 4 job rather than to pay a recipient to be idle. =~
As you_know, this is a period of severe Federal budgetary con-
straints. One of the major goals of this_administration’s welfare

policy is to target our scarce resources to those with the greatest

need. But we must instire at the same time, that in determining
eligibility and benefit amount, families in similar circumstances
are treated equitably.
. Many of the changes enacted over the past 2 years were intended
to insure that, regardless of the level of spending for AFDC, all of a-
fumily’s income and resources are considered in determining their
need for assistance. If a family with other income or resources re-

" ceives assistance, we do not believe that it is fair that they receive

the same benefit a5 a family that has no other income and re-
sources. Two of our fiscal year 1984 proposals that I briefly de-
scribed earlier address this inequity which currently exists in the
welfare system.

Fomet
Py
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 The first of these is our proposal to require proratling the portion
of the AFDC benefit for shelter and utilities when an AFDC family
shares a household with other individuals: This proposal recognizes
the great incquity that exists. when; for example, a mother who
Jives with her chitd in unsubsidized housing receives the same
amount of assistance for shelter and utilities ag a teenage mother
who lives with her parents. . o
~ The second. proposal which addresses ihe current inequity estab-
lishes a standard filing unit by régiiiring thut parents and siblings
of the dependent ¢hild be included in the assistance unit. The pro-
posal. prevents families from selectively excluding nuclear family
members with income and eliminates the possibility that two fami-

lies will receive the same benefit even thoiigh one family has great-
er income. .. .. o e
in summary, Mr. Chiirman, our fiscal year 1984 budget propos:

als reépresent the administration's recognition that in_times of
budgetary crisis, scarce resources must be.carefully targeted. But
repardloss of the level of spending for AFDC; the program must be
one thut really works for dependent children, not one that insid-
iously prolongs their welfare dependency. ] y -
~ And for those who must rely on assistance; the welfare system
must treat siniilarly sitoated individuals with fairness and equity.
~ Thank you, Mr. Chairman. [ will be happy to answer your gues-
tions: o o
[Testiniony resumes on p. 19.] . ]

[The prepared statement of Ms: McMahon follows:)

Faer
&
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PREFARED STATEMENT OF LiNnpA S. MCMAHON

Thark you for the cpporturity to appear before yoi today to discuss the impact
ard fairmess of the Administration's FY 1984 proposals fof the Aid to Families

with Deperdert Children (AFDC) program.

Mr. Chaimmar, Gutrently there are widéspread mispspoeptions ard
misrepresentations of Ehis A’&hirﬁst’ratidn‘é nrajram to help the needy. These
false impressions are based primarily o a lack of wnderStanding about what we
have dore ard what we are trying to do: 1 would like t5 briefly describe the
»Toyress we have made s far. Then I will discass ait ﬁJdg'et proposals for FY
1984, particulatly in teims Of their impact on children.

Owr £ T3St 696 years we Have made far-reaching charges in the AFDC pregta;
the tasic faderally-assisted cash welfare program for families with childrer.
Threugh provisions of the Omiibus Budget Reconciliation Act (OBRA) of 1981 and
the Tax Fquity and Fiscal Resporsibil‘fy At (TEFRA) of 1982 we have Lnproved
the pru;ré:ri;

° by roquiring that all ircame and rescurces available & a famxly be
corsiderad ir.detemining its need for assistance;

¢ Dby tameting scarce resources to those with the greatest need;

° by stremgthering work requiremerts and improving amployability of
recipierts; arﬁ

° by ix{provirg admini:’;E”Eié'r; of the program.

b
[



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Ir the first year following the eractment Of OBRA, we achieved savings of §737

aillion. These Savings wers fealized in spite of:

o increasss in need or ;S'y?xéat' stardards by 25 States; ard
o Gslayed implementation of some Of the mOSt significant OBRA
prwiéiéé.
Ir. terms of admiristrative costs, in the year following OBRA these costs grew
much more slowly thar in the previcus year. While administrative costs
increased 12 percent 'iF FY 1981; €hey increased only 3.5 percent in FY 1982,

substartially less €Har €he FY 1982 inflation rate of 6.1 percent.

The AR casiload decrvased by 267,000 cases or 7 percert as a result of

CBRA:
wile it is oo early to miasire the ifpact of TEFRA; we Go not expect it to
have as significant ar impact on program administration, budget or caseload as
oBRrA did, although we expect it € achieve savings §f approximately $97
million. 2

3
Wiors inportart han the savings realized, however, we believe hat over the
lact tio yeats the program has Deen significantly inproved: For example,
pricr € OBRA there was a pemmanent anc substan€ial disregard of earned incame
Wi€K HO limit on the amount of gross income & family could have and still
receive assistance. In every State, a gamily of four could stay on the 5115

with an adult working full-€ire at the minimm wage. In 15 States, a Family
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Lelieve that wher a family has sufficiest income to meet its basic needs, as
defired by the State-set stardard of need, it is not the role of the Federal
Goverrment to supplemert that family's ircome. -

Whar, CoRgress eracted the $30 and 173 eatned income disregard in'1967, it was

irterded o ércolrage welfare recipients to work. In fact, however, this did

rot occur. The percertage of working welfare mOENEES rev@ined COMEEARE
betweer. 1967 ard 1979 at about 14 percent. In 1967, 33 percent of cass.
closings were due to earnirgs. In 1979, only about 8 percent of case closings
were due to earnings. We believe that, when social welfare policy has Eéé.E*;
showr. to te ireftective ir achievirg its goals, it is time for a change. And
55 wher: this Administratior took office; we proposed limiting the sarmed
ircane disregard to FOGE FWOWEHS &r0 SSEEirg 3 gross Ircome limit £or welfate
recipierts.

Mary predicted that as a result of these chamges working welfare recipierts
would gquit their jobs to remain eligible for assistance. The infomation we
are receivirg fram States shows that this just isn't the case. About 10
States, includirg New Jersey ard Illirois, and L.A. County are reporting that
Their figures include irdividuals who would romally be expscted €6 roElfh €0
the rolls because they involuntarily had their hours of work reduced or lost
their jobs. But rather thar rely or the informmation in just 10 States; we now

have urderway a ratioral study by a well know independert contractor. The
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study will ass:ss major work-related @iarges including the extent to uhich

Sorking recipierts whio Iost eligibility return to the rolls and the impact of
the 510 1/3 earral income disregard on work effort. We expect the results
of his study o be available within a few weeks.

Ancther area of major pragram improvement over the last two years Kas been in
wnix activities for AFDC applicants and recipients: Undat OBRA, States wore
ermitted to establish Commnity Work Expes tienos Programs (CWEPs); work
supplemertat jor. programs, ard WIN genorSErations. Unde r TEFRA; States were
pernitted to rejuire panibipéﬁiéﬁ ir job search by both applicarts and

prajrans which help mown: able-bodied recipierts off the welfare rolls.

TwenEy-Eive States haw implemerted or plar to implemert CWEP urder the
cirgert o tioral provision. The prelimirary results are very pramising. For

exampié:

5 Oklatoms, New York, North Carplira ard wes€ Virginia indicate that 20

to 30 percert of their CWEP gatticiparts are ertering employmert.

* Sponsors have Gind CWEP € be a good way to provide mecessary public

setvices i a period of budgetary corstrairt.

o participarts are erdorsing the program because it provides Eratrirg;
potential job leads, improved employability, Haintenancs Of existing
job skills ard improved morale and self-esteam. AS one participant
fran Massachus:tts said. “It’'s better €har just welfare. T really

liked the way they got right t5 work or. helping me.”

a

Jamt
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o Severdl States are reporting high rates of volurtary p=:ticipatjon.
This is aiditional eviderce that participants believe the program is
beref icial.
reduct 1oFS ir welfare dependéncy. Programs that incotporate job search and
mariate parvicipatior by employable individuals have achieved major caseload

raluct iors through both job placements amd deterrence. For example:

o I Massachusstts; whéfe the program requires immediate job s2arch by
applicants; 12 pafcert of the participants found work in the first few
morEhs of the pmgrr.rw;u

.

Ir. Michigar; there are high placemert levels in spits of a high

Joblscs rate. The State 1S szeirg 2000 case CloSUres ger morth due

{r simmiry, we beliews that the changes made over the last two years are a

sigrificart stép towards this Adninistration's goals of:

Restorirg ths AFDC projram to its proper place as a témporary program
of last resort;
Amisrdirg Federal sperdirg patterms to recogrize Dudgetaty

corstraints at all levels of goverrmert.
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Let ms assure you that in making SUbS€arEial EoGivss towards these goals the
social safety net remairs intact. Our program for charge has been aiééuiiy
taup:ted at families that had other mears of support but used AFDC as ar
ircom: supplemert. Assistancs is still there for families who have no option
BaE to miy or. welfarm, .

Our proposals £5t FY 1984 reirforoe the program improvements of the last two
Pars and cortirue o ersire CHAt welfare is there for those who need it., I
wald live to briefly describe cur FY 1984 proposals vhich have hudgst
impact.

Several of our propesals are desigred to further éérergﬁher. wOTK PequirEBRES
aril improns the employability of recipients. This Admiristration believes
thit all abled-badind individuals who requsst assistande srould be imvolved in

somi Eype Of wori-relate] activity fram thé day they apply. We proposc:

° to requi ré EHAE all applicarts who are able to work be required to

l;e:«,lri a joE) azarch as sor. as théy &jply for assistarce;

° that those who carnot find employmert muse aéEiVéIy participate ir a
Conmur.ity Work Experierce Program; work supplementatior progEan ot
proyram of grant diversion in order to increase their cmployabiliéy
through actual work experierce;

° €hat Sarctisrs e applied agairSt récipients who woluntarily tepmirate
their employmert of reduce their hours of employmnt without good

caige, ard;

9-nEE O— K2
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o that States be pemitted to miquire pArents of children age 3 to 6 to
participate in work activities provided childeare is available.

W also have bio Proposals to ensure .hat; in detemmining a family's need for
assistancs, ATl 5oGroes of incame available to the family are considersd. We
propsss 6 Fejuire thac all parents and minor siblings 1iving with af AFDC
&iild be included in the assistance unit. This will put an 64 © ENs current
practice whereby families exclude members with incore fron €he assistance wnit
in et to maximize benefits. It ales recajnizes enat primary responsibility

for sipport resides with the nuclear family aml not with the govermment.

As part of the process of defifirg the zssistarce unit, we also propose o
4icortinue BSSiStarce £6 ar employable parent Or other caretaker relative
wheh the yoUrgaSE AFDC child reaches age 16. At that poirt we believe he

caretaker relative is sufficiently free from child care resporsibili€ies o
caretaker relative fram assistance shortly before the yodngest AFDC child
loses eligibility, assistarce is phased-qut father tran sudderly cut-off,

1r the area of retametirg assistarcs, there are two proposals vhich serve to
limit eligibility to those who are ir need ard not in a positior. to provide

for themsclves.

1,
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Fiisf. we propose to i:e’quii:e States to reduce the p’o"rfib'n Sf Ehe AMX grant
for shelter and utilities for ary assistance mnit sharing a household with
others. Wher individuals share a household; econamies of scale result. Our
proposal seeks to recogrize that fact, thereby elimirating excess benefits to
recipients who share a housstold with cthers.

Our sscond proposal for tameting assistance is to eliminate payments to
childrer whos: parent is absent solely due to employment-relatsd activities.
Ir thes: cas:s, the parert has not deserted che family, the family tie
Ciitrerf irejdity that exists where if a pateért leaves hame to work or look for
emp logment, the famiiy may e eligigle; but if the same pérgat ;t;y;eé hame to
woth oF look for a job the family would be ineligible for assistance. This
provision paraliels a provision enacted last year which elimirates payments to
childrer. whose parert is absert solely due to perfommarce of active duty ir a
ur.ifomed service.

f)’rvpééa’is ovet the past two years and again this Year have little or ro budpet

impact.
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Our corcerm, is to give AFDC childrer. and their families the kind of help that
really helps ir the long mr. More money, by itself, is only a shott tebm
achiew Siif-sufficiency and give up théir WIfate @pardency——E0 restore the
idea that it is rot okay to stay on wilfage if yod ape capaiwlé_of
self-support.

establishing ar. equitable welfare system capable of targeting scarce resources
where the reed is the greatest.
ur FY 1984 praposals are designed to pramste self-sufficiércéy and ersure

fair arl f;qui tab b treatment of those who mist rely on assistarice.

For example, our ;irr‘{xﬁﬁi wién ehe g’n?ai:esi: fx\dgzt imp?:u;ti. is the Er;ééél that
Frexempt irdividgils marticipate in specified work activities sich as job
airah Al OWEP. W believe that if work 1s available, ths aple-bodied
applicare or mcipiert stould take the pay check rather thar the welfare
check. wWelfare will still be there where it is needed, but self-support

stould rat b: regarded as ar optior. A wage-earning member of sciety

" acjuires a a'rse of dignity, self-worth, ard corfidénce that ro amount of

wilfare can provids. Muve iiportant, however, 15 the example that parents set

£or their childier wher thiy bocans actively ergaged in pursuing altematives
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beliew we are providing €he kKind of help Ehat Seperbint &Hildren mead if the
long rur. By allowing States to cperate grart diversior programs that erable
them to us the AFIC grart to subsidize public or private sector jobs; they

p2y a recipiert to he idle.

A8 yOU Kriow, this is a pericd S severe Federal bud@tary cortrairts. One of
Ehe ma)oF Qoals Of ENiS AGHIRISEratisn's welfare policy is to target cur
Same resources €5 those with the greatest reed: BGE we Must ensure at the
saw time that i detemnining eligihility a«  nefit amournt families ir

sunilar ci roume. arces are treated equitably.

Mary of the charges eracted cver the pass two years were interded to ersure
that, regardless of the level of sperdirg for AFDC, all of a family's income
armd rescroes are corsidered in detemmirnim their need for assistarce. If a
Eiily With Gther incame or resAircss receives assistaro: we do fot believe

that it is fair that they receive the sxme benefit as a family that has ro

described earlier aldress this i@ui@ vhich 'a;tfrer.ﬁy exists in Ehé welfare
systen.

The first of these is our proposal to require prorating the portion of the
AFDC berefit for shelter and utilities whern an AFDC family shares a household
with cther individuals. This praposal recogrizes the great inequity that
6xists wher; for example, a Mothet who lives with her dhild in unsubsidized
hadsirg receives Ehé same amourn € 6t: assistarce %6? §héi€éi Ei'ﬁ GEiiiEié% as a

teerage mﬂer who lives wiﬁh her parerts.
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The ot proposal which addresses the Qurfert inequity establishes a
stardam filing urit by requiring that parents and siblings of the dependent
child b8 inclidded ir the assistance Tni€: The proposal prevents far.lies from
selectively excludirg micIBar family members with income amd elimirates the
possizilify €Rat two families will receive the same berefit even though one
gZ’n’iiy hﬁs gneaﬁer iﬁém;. .

1. summary, Mr. Chaimar, our FY 1984 budget proposals represtnt £he

Administration's recogr.ition that in times of Budgetary Crisis, scarce
reeuross must bo carefully targeted. Bt ﬁi;aia_iégg of the level of sperding
for AFDC, the program must be' ore Ehat really woiks for de;ré?x@é%il&]iia;éﬁ,
rex Ore: that ir’s’idiiifsly 5E516MGE theit welfare deperdency. Ard for those who
must ily OF assistarce, the welfare system must treat similarly situated

irdividaals with fairmess ard éciulgy

T will be happy to arswer qEstions that you or Members of the Task Force

have.
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Mr. DoNNEeLLy, Thank you very miuch, Ms. McMahon.

One of the. things that's alv ays bothered me about the AFDC
program is dl] of the rHetoric that surrounds it from peor'2 on both
sides of the 1ssue. And one of the things that bothers me about the
administrition’s proposil, before we get irnto the specifics on the

fiscal policy, on differences in savings; is that you talk about the
nucledr family, «and you talk about getting people buck on their
feet and out to work, and protected by the shelter of a nuclear
family. What ubout the people who don't have a nuclear family?
It scerns to me that too often, we are blaming the victim. We are
asking the victini to take the larger share of the cuts, and that is;
on a broad basis, une of the great criticisms I have with the admin-
istration's proposal on the culs that have been adopted in the
AFDU, iii your recommicndations for the next 3 fiscal years: Would
you comment on that; please? S S
- Ms. McMason. Well, where we talk .about the nuclear family,
ari including all members of the family_in the_assistance unit,
there is @ nuclear family: If there is.no nuclear family, if the child
is alone and has one carataker relative, thosé aré already inclided
in the assistunce anit; . . - . . o o
- Mr. DoNNELLY. Would you define nuclear family for me? Maybe
we re-——_ . - . . o
~ Ms. McMAatoN. Well, in the cuse of the particular proposal that
we discussed in reference to the nuclear family, we're talking
about, for instance, the mother and her children: . . ! .
_Currently: a mother has the opportunity to say, “One of my chil-
dren is getting social security benefits. I don't want that child in-
cluded in the AFDC assistance unit.”
All we're saying is; she shouldn't have that option. She can also
say, "' would like my childréen to be in the unit, I don’t want to be
in the unit’”” We're saying the mother and children; the parents
and children, in casés where there are both parents, or if.it's the
father and chiidren; they should be included in the unit. They are
the nuclear tamily. . ; o .
Mr. Don~eLLY. The administration estimates that their savings
under the workfare program would be $750 million: We asked CBO
to reestimate those savings, and théy are éstimating a $250 miillion
in 's"z;vings'; 4 $500 million difference. Would you address that ques-
tion? . :
Ms.. McManon: I'm sorry. Are you talking about savings over 3
years?
Mr. DoNNEELY. Yes.. . o L.
~ Ms. McMaunon. Well, I believe that CBO’s methodology—and I'm
not totally familiar with how_they went about doing their esti-
mate—aussumed that it would cost more, much more to run the pro-
gram than you would save.
We are looking—our estimate is based on some experience that
we've had to date—at States that are running CWEP programs. It
costs between $20 and $40 per participant to run one of these pro-
grams. Our estimate included a figure of $34 per participant in
terms of the administrativecost. ..~ .
Also, we used a very.conservative figure in terms of savings in-
volved. In the State of New York, they are seeing savings of 2 to 1
in terms of program savings versus administrative costs. So, we feel

ey

OO .
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that our éstinndte is i reasonible one and, as | say, not being total-
ty familiar with the CBO methodology, it’s difficult to pick it apart.
" Mr. DoNNELLY. Well, I would like to leave open-for the record an
opportunity for our staff to work with your staff so that we can
conie up witk some consensus on exactly what the savings would be
over a 3-year period, in this specific program.

Ms. McMaHon: We would be happy to do that: o

Mr. DownnNeLiy. Most of the recommendations that you- are
muking for fiscal year 1984 you have made before, and they have
been rejected by the Congress. The thing that bothers me is that, in
all probability; most of them will be rejected again. , L
My question is, Why do you come up. with the same proposals;
and ‘why do you not come forward with_ different proposals_that

would be more anienable to the membership of the House and the

‘Senate; some proposals for savings that would have a chance of

being adopted? - U S )
_ Many of these, I'm sure you are aware, will be dismissed out of
hand, by the Congress: I think it is incumbent on people in admin-
istration, when they deal with the realities of fiscal and political
life; to.come forward with_ alternatives. You're not really coming
with différent alternatives this year than you have.over the past 2.

Ms: McMaion. Well; I think one of the reasons that we continue
to come forwird with, for instance, mandatory CWEP, which is one
of our major proposals. is we believe—and find it difficult to believe
anvbody could quarrel with the notion—that able-bodied people
should ‘be. involved in work activities, We think that’s good for
them, and we think that it is important to mandate that that
occur. s N

We believe that experience over the last 2 years shows that these
programs are very positive. The recipients see them that way: The
sponsors find that they are able to provide services they couldn’t
otherwise provide. We think there is history building that makes it
incambent on Congress to accept this proposal. Consequently, we
keep coming back because we want to give you every opportunity
to accept the proposal.

The proration of shelter and utilities; 1t's the same issue in that
last year; the Congress, in fact, accepted an optional proposal. We
feel, aguain; that the States have now had some experience with
this. Some of the arguments, for instance, that were made in terms
of not picking up scme of these proposals was, ‘“We've made so
many changes, the States are going to have difficuity implement-
ing.” | - ) A e

Well, now things have settled down; and they can.concentrate on
picking up the proration of shelter and utilities. We have, as I've
laid out in my testimony, a time line of proposals that we have
come out.with that all relate. -

We have made all our proposals on the basis that we want to
turn this program around so that it is what it was intended to.be, a
program of last resort for those who have no other means of sup-
port. - - L L o
P°We want fo take up that piece of the Social Security Act, which
probably has.not received the attention it shouid have received,
that says, “We, the Fedéral Governmernt and the State govern-
ments who administer these programs, are responsible for seeing

20
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that the part its ol these (Inldu ‘1 become selfsuafficient.” That is
actually in the law. and 'we are required to do that. And we think
by these work progmms that we are carrying out that mandate
that, in fact. we haven't done in past years,

Mr: PoxwseLLY. You are again this year recommending the elimi-
hation of the WIN progriim. My guestion is, at i time when. we are
going through serious economic problems in this Nation, when job
tmmmg,r iind job ret mmm;,r is on the lips of all economists; when. it
is necessary to retrain and retool the work force to deal wytb the
economy of the 19805 and the 1990's; why are we taking some of
the poorest people in this Nation. some of theé peopleé that econonii-
ciilty have been the most deprn ed: and t'ﬂ\mg the one vehicle they
have, which is work incentive and job training, and eliminating it?
To nie; that just doesn't make a wholo heck of a lot of economic
sense,

Ms: MeManon, Vell; I would agree with you if” the WIN pro-
gram had worked. The WIN program did not accomplish its goals.
It had a lot of problems. What we've done; in saying that we want
to repeid the WIN program, is to pick out.those pieces.of WIN that
did work. that were effective—namely job search and community
work experience. We've taken those two pieces; which were the
most_effective pieces ol the” WIN_ program, and we are trying to
minndite them. We now at least have. them available as options.

We have also looked at the way WIN is run. With a cual agency

administration: it's been very confusing. A lot of claims have been

made about the savings that come from WIN. GAO has done a

stady. und said, in fact; that something like 70 percent of the pecple
got thcn “own_jobs; more thdn half say they would have gotten

So, l thml\ 1t you Just lool\ at the hxstory of the WIN. program
and see that we have taken the pieces that work out of it, and in
unuumtmn with the Job Training Partnership Act; where training

can oceur. that we have the nuclear pieces that are going to make
senise [or zetting people into emiployment.

I don’t_quarrel at all with your thought that we need to. give
people some kind of training; we need to inyolve them in work ac-
tivity. We nheed to hiave a planned program that does that.w

What we did was look at the WIN progmm and say, “That plan

duln t wml\ What of th n mdl\es scnso " We took those pleces out
mdl».e a_lot more sense:
. Mr. Do~xNeLLY. One of your rccommendatlons on”\ymkf‘are 15
that vou are going to require all applicants who are able bodied to
bein g job Search as soon as they apply for assistance. For the
record. would vou define “all applicants;” exactly: specifically who
vou mean? Iy thirt every single applicant?

Ms. McMawuon. In other words, you want me. to tcll you who is
exempt from that? 2 It's casier, [ guess, to do it that way:

Mr. DonNeLLY. Yos. e

Ms. McManon: Lot me read it specifically. Those who are
exempt _arc children under 16, or children attending an elemen-
tary: secondary; or vocational school on a full-time basis; ill or inca-
pacitatéd persons; persons G0 vears old or older; persons required to
stay home because of the illness or incapacity of another member

N\
-
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of (he household; relatives who personally provide care for children
under the age of 6, although we are giving an option for States to
o down to the age of 3 if child care is available; and persons work-
ing at least 30 hours a week. Anyone who doesn’t meet those crite-
ri:t; who comes in_and applies for welfare; would be required to im-
mediately start job search while the application is being processed.
Mr: Donnelly. One of the problems in the economy is that there
are millions of people out of work. If we make .the cutbacks that
have been recommended in job training and the WIN program;
where are these people going to find jobs? Is it the theory that it is
a good exercise just to go out and lock?
Ms. McMasoN: | think that's a good theory;. too, because people
need to be involved in_that activity, and not allow themselves——
Mr. DonNgLLY: 1 mean, you can go around ard look and wear the
sules of your shoes out all day when there are just no job opportu-
nities available: ) , ) .
~ Ms. McMAdHoN. We aren’t recommernding it as an exercise just
for the sake of an exercise. In fact, we see, for instance, in the
State of Oregon, they found that they-had fairly -high unemploy-
ment; 11 to 12 percent; and yet 10 to 12 percent of the people who
weiit into. their applicant job search; were diverted from assistance:
_In the State of Michigan, as I pointed out in my testimony, even
though they huave extremely high unemployment as you're well
aware, they now_have 2,000 case closings per month—twice as
many as 2 years ago—because of their efforts to get people to look
for v ork and be diverted from welfare. : o
- W are recommending. this because we have found; through expe-
riericeé, that people do find jobs. We think it's much better for
people to get a job than ever get on welfare because; once you're
oh, then you have to go through the process of breaking the cycle
of dependency. If you never get in the welfare cycle, you're going to
be much better off. . . S ] )
Mr. DoNNELLY. It's sad to say, but I think there is a perception
among the American people that individuals on AFDC are individ-
uals who are on thé Government dole, who could go out and earn a
decent living; but they are taking advantage of the taxpayers of
tHis Nation. When the Federal Governmient established the AFDC
program, it was established under certain basic premises. One of
those premises was that it was in the best interest of the family
structure and it was in the best interest of the Nation, that fami-
lies thut were deprived of two parents in most cases, women, and,
in most cases, some of the people that are most economically disen-
franchised in this society, be able to stay home with their children.
There is a special need for that mother to be home. - C
_ There's a need for her because of the lack of another authority
figiire in the iamily, a need for her to spend that extra time with
her children. Those children should not be deprived because of the

parents marital problems or because the woman and man made a -

mistake, or the woman made a mistake. =~~~

This mischievous . perception continues to grow no matter how
much you try to articulate the worthiness of having a program, not
only the fiscal worthiness; but; the moral worthiness of having a
program where children won’t be punished because of the mistakes
of their parents, the perception grows amongst the American

27
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people, that these individuals who are going through very tough
emotional and economic circumstances, who have been disenfran-
chised over the course of time;. socially; economically, whatever,
that thev are taking advarntage of the taxpayers. ,

One of the problems I have, Ms. McMahon, as I said in my open-
injr statement and nmy first question is that when we approach -this
whole AFDC program on a fiscal basis; and when we approach it in
terms of -constantly talking about workfare—like these people
ought to be—these women ought to get out of the house and go
down and earn an honest living; and they have to stop living off
the Government dole—I think we do a disservice and create a dis-
incentive; socially and economically, for these individuals. .
_AFDC should be a short-terim help for individuals, mostly
women,; who have been disenfranchised. The problem is that we are
Setting up a system where there is.an -adversary relationship be-
tween the Government and these individuals. It ought not to be an
adversary relationship, it should be a cooperative relationship;
working together to provide short-term assistance. _ ___ ____ ___

- So miuch of the rhetoric that surrounds; both from the right and
the left, this entire question of AFDC, on the bottom line, does a
disservice to the individuals that we are trying to help inost. . .

~_Ms. McMaiion. I'd like to make a couple of points in relation to
that: One of the things that disturbs me when I look at this pro-
gram is that times have changed a lot sirice the program was put
in place such as the demographics of our society. The fact that 51
percent of wormen with children aged to 6 are working now, who
aren’t on welfare indicates that life has changed. =~ L
. I think one of the reasons that people; women on welfare, are
disenfranchised is because they get locked into a system that can’t

do what is best for them. Welfare payments are never going to be
high enough for people to live comfortably. The emotional situation
that is created when a person is dependent on a Government
System is one that I don't think is good for the individual or the
family. . = . o . ) i
I doni't think we do them a favor by saying, “Yes. you can.rely on
this program,” and then they get the little, safe haven—it’s not a
good haver; but it_is a safe haven in terms of that situation versus
going out looking for a job—all the things that go with being out in
the marketplace: It really concerns me that we don’t try early on
to get these people to recognize that they are better off getting into
the job.market; even if you have to do it at the bottom rung; which
'rr}:qét of us start out that way—I did—that they are better of* to do
that. o - ) R
For instarice,-take the 15-year-old girl who gets pregnant and
goes on AFDC. Suppose she has another couple of kids over a 4- or
S-year period. By the time she’s. 25; her youngest child is 6. At that
point, according to the rules of the program, now we're going to
tell her; “You've got to go.out and loock for a job.” . L
~ And unless we have a CWEP program, she goes.out .and looks,
she doesn’t find a job, so she remains on welfare. When her young-
est child is 18, we tell her, “You. no longer have a choice: Now
you're 45 years old, you have no education, you have no job experi-
ence; you have nothing to back you up in terms of going out and
getting a job—now you're on your own.”
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lel] hu is. whun she's 16 lh (x(t hu to go—not. tell her she's on
her own, but get her_to go into the 1ob market. Get_her_to build
sonie skills: Get her to reallze that that's the world you need to be
in_because that's where you're going to be the most successful, not
staying in the welfare program.

Mr. DonNnNELLY. | think we'd all aidmit that the AFDC program is

not one of the great successes of the American governmental struc-
ture, and [ would have to disigre with vour unalogy of the working
woman, that such a great percentage of women are out there work-
ing today and their .children are in day care because, in many in-
stances, we're alkmg about two différént économic classes of
people:
Its mmh casicr for. say, the ddughter of an 1nd1v1dual whos
earning S30:000; 510,000, $50,000; who is a. homeowner; and is col-
lege educited, Wwho marries somebody and has two chlldren and
the husband turns out, very frankly, to be a bum, and he leaves
her with those two thldren

It's very casv for her, who has not been economlcally dlsenfran—
dnscd, who comes from a family with very strong economic ties,
it's easier for her to get back into the labor market, but if you take
individuals who are at the lowest rung of the economic scale in_this
Nation, whose parents weren't_ homeowners, whose parents. didn’t
h tve a good job. it's much more difficult for them. It's easy to say;

“(io out and look for a job. You ought to be out there lookmg for a
job: You ought to be out there contributing to. socnety and receiving
the berefits of participating in the priviite sector.”

There are many doors closed in this Nation stlll—econdﬁiically,
gociilly, educanonally And for the people who have had the doors
closed most on. them, we have the AFDC program. We are now
going to mandate that thev go out and look for work; and these are
the individuals who haven't had access to education, or job train-
ing. Because .of ‘111 the fiscal restraints and. the budget cuts that
have takén pldceé in this country over the list few vears, there isn’t
a lot of job training available for these individuals.

We are asking people to go otit—that case study that you used—
that 1s-vear-old mother to go out and look for a job. This individual
probably wasn't able to finish high school; does. not have.a high
school education because of her circumstances. Shé probably has
very little support, on whole, from her own parents, her own
mother and fatheér. e

The. question;,. obvnousiy is, where do they get the job; if there
were jobs and, how do we make it easier for them to reintegrate
into the private sector?

I don't see the proposals -that the administration .is making,
making it easier for these individuals to reintegrate. It's easier for
the daughter of a banker to reintegrate: It's easier for. the daughter

of a (,ongre&.swoman Congressman, to reintegrate. It’s much more

difticult for the daughter of some of the poorest people in this coun-
try, to reintegrate.

Ms: McMaxon: I think community work experience is one of the
thmgs that helps do that. One of the experiences that we are find-

ing is that recipients who have not been in the job market, are ner-
vous about the idea, don't feel they have the support. EWEP gives
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them the support  In my mind, it's like—for somebody who has
zone to college— pomig from high school! to college, to being out on
their own. S ] .

While vou're in college; you have sort of the protections, and yet
somoe of the responsibilities of adulthood, so you're making that
transition: o ) o S
~ (CWEP i that kind of thing. You don't just get thrust out into
the world on your own. The system is protécting you in the sense
that we're still puving vou welfare benefit, while we're honchoing
vour going out and being a part of the job market. We're dealing
with vour sponsor. we're helping you make sure that you do what
vou're supposed to do, so that you're not just out there on your
own. and vou huve something to fall back on while gaining the ¢x-
perience of working, o - . o
_ It helps.vou create some skills; if you don’t have any. Most of the
jobs in this country do not require specific skills; they just. require
being able to show up. to function as a person, to use a telephone,
to interact with people. There are a lot. of job skills that are
lenrned-—and these are probably the most basic job skills—just by
being it the work environment: So, they get that kind of experi-
ence. : -
They also get access to job leads. Many of the people—as I cited,
20 to 30 percent in it nuinber of these programs—are actually get-
ting into regular employment because they go into a CWEP job.
They get experience. They have something to put on a resume,
which . they never had before. They learn about other jobs. You
know how it is. When you're in the job market, you've got & better
chance of knowing about other jobs and, in_some cases, those jobs
arr: actually filled rather than remaining as CWEP slots. Money
will become available in the system, and the city administrator will
say, “Hey, let's hire this person.” That's happening. So, that cre-
ates an opportunity to reintegrate. - -

Mr. DonNELLY: I don't see how you can create more and better
opportunities by spending less money. It has never worked that
wuy: It has never really worked that way. =~ S
- Ms. McMAnHoN. We're not spending less money. What we're
doing is having a greateroffset. = = -

“Mr. DonNELLY. Well, we can argue statistics on what we're
spending; in relation to the economic problems in thig. Nation but;
in my opinion, over:ill we're spending less money. Would you agree
that the AFDC program does not work well?

‘Ms. McManox: That's such a general statement. There are
pieces of it that don't work well. We have created a certain amount
of dependency; which I think is unfortunate. It's not a favor to the
people who are on the program. : o L
" 1think in terms of its being there, as a last resort, it does that. It
does provide assistance to people who have need. So, in some ways,
it works, but it doesn’t do all the things that maybe we would. like
for it to. I'm not sure that any welfare program can ever do all the
things that we think we would like in terms of ieeting people’s
needs, getting them back into the mainstream of economic society.
We have to continue to work at it; but I think this administration
has made great strides in terms of focusing more on what can be
done with this kind of program:
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on that; but i ce rtdmly respect the work yon have put into this pro-

posal, and 1 respect your. philosophiec outlook.

The problem is that; practically; as I.see it;.in the city of Bos‘on;
for example, very practlcallj, in my opinion, from calking to re pi-

Mr. DONNELLY. | thmk wo Just haid a phllosophlcal dlsagreement

ents. of: this program; I don’t see—if the Congress adopted in toto
the President’s proposals from day one, that there would be a sub-
stantial reduction in the caseload that would. not adversely affect
the individuals in what you refer to as the nuclear famlly unit.
Without gettmg into. rhetorical excesses. on this; it's a proposal
that I think is made solely on fiscal grounds, with no consideration
of the substantive goal of the program. That is my disagreement:
'l‘h('re tremendous talk now. abon‘ equal rlghts f‘or women. The

not _}USt the Reagan administration; but other administrations—to
deal with the whole problem of AFDC, of the mother left alone
with children; left to raise them on her own: it’s almost literally a
caste system for one whole segment of society, with limited oppor-
tunities for people who have had very little opportunity.

Most of the people who, for short term, go on AFDC, ard are able
to.return to the job market; are people who entered AFDC from a
different level. They entered AFDC with, maybe, a college educa-

tlon 'l‘hey enter&d AFD(, maybe from a mlddle-class background

the lowest levels of what I con51der to .be an outrageous caste
system, are people who have always been disenfranchised.

Your daughter and my daughter; should they be in the circum-
starices of having, for a short time, to receive AFDC, are the people
that have the best ability to get off AFDC because of thelr financial
circumstances, their educational backgrounds.

The people who are most ill-treated by this program. are the
people in society that have always been ill-treated. To say to people
that what you ought to do is go out and look for a job; without sub-
stantial investments in job training, in care for their children, I
think is just—it's hoping for something to happen that really is not
going to happer.

I think we all hope that this would be a short term program. We
all hope that people could pull themselves up by their bootstraps

thc Government dole. The rhetorlc that surrounds thls program is
totully outrageous. because. the women that are affected by it are

the_most ill-treated people in society.
Ms, McMauon: In Oklahoma; two-thirds of their placements in
prlvate sector jobs were young mothers with children _under the

age of 3. That is an example of how we can ose the. program. to

move those people out of dependency because I think that’s the

best favor we can. do for them: And those are the people—the ones
you are talking about—who—in fact, don't have the education and

don’t have the parental support.:
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[ feel; as you siy; thiat we probably hiave a different philosophical
@!PP!,‘MS}J But as a wonian, my fceling is that the bigpest favor so-
ciety can do for nie is to give me the opportumty and the impetus
to gro out and be independent because that's where I'm going to be
better off.

‘\1r l)()\"\un\ Why awnt we rec'o’m'm"endmg 1nstead of man-

an educatmn because
the\ were. umxble to ru,ene @ minimam hlp,'h school education?

In the long térm, it's going to save the Federal Government a
lromendous anvount o( money, because of the socloeconomlc 1mpact
going to cause many more long-term budgetary problems than can
be justified by the short-term savings achieved by adopting the
President’s program.

[t seems to me. that we're bomg penny wise and dollar foolish.in
our euts in_the AFDC program, and we always have been. We've
never inve st(d tho Jmounts of money that need.to be mvested to

don t do it bvcause it's [)O]ltl(,d”y unpopular We don’t do it because
we're looking for short-term fiscal savings.

Ms. McMasoN. Well, unfortunately, the history of many of the
tramm;: programs———

DonneLLy. How do _you.explain to people—we're going a

httle bit long, and you and I probably could debate all day.

I suppose you have to.ask the question of fairness, and fairness
has become somewhat of a political code wourd on both sides of the

Jlb]e but how do you expiam to these people that have been and
of the most wealthy people in this Nation receive substantial tax
benefits through the tax legislation; that we spend the amourits of
money that we're spending in some programs for the middle class
and more wedithy people in this Nation and those that are stuck in
this cycle of poverty and disenfranchisement _are asked to take,
over the last 2 years; a greater burden than other pzople in this
society have been asked to make? o

I think that continues the cycle of frustration, not with the
system, but with their entire litestyle, that is not, in the long run,
helpful to gettlng people out of that cycle of poverty

That guestion of fairness, as you sit there on the lowest rung of

: the economic and cocial. levels in the society and you look up, and

the. peoplo up there at. the top, they re getting all the breaks and

afford to have decent clothes, and a nice suit o wear to an mter-
view. You can't afford to 50 and have your.hair done up, or have
your hair_cut; because you have to make choices between clothes
for your children and clothes for yourself. -

Some of these people are living on such margmal incomes under
AFDC that when they go for a job interview, they make a poor
physical appeararce, along with their lack of education, along with
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the whole stigma of being an AFDC mother, along with the fact
that they doi't khow diiybody in the personnel office; that they are
diseniranchised {rom all levels of society. .
" I don't think—and the substance, I suppose; of our debate this
morning is that 1 don’t think making these short term budgetary
recommendations is going to do anything to break the back of that
AFDC eycle, and that is someéthing that is really not a partisan
issue. L ,

That is something that, really, is a nmoral issue. We have to go
out and break the back of that; and the only way that 1 see 1s;

spend some money. That's an_unpopular thing to say today. It is

certiinly not popular to say: “Let’s spend some money on AFDC”.

it's the old theory of people driving the Cadillac and pulling up
to the welfare office, picking up their big check. You know as well
as [ do that if there are eases of that, it is a miniscule percentage
of "AFDC recipients: Most AFDC recipients are living in the depths
of poverty and they are women.
~ We can talk all we want about equal rights and opportunities for
woimon bit, too often, we're hearing it aboiit the individuals in so-
ciety who are the most fortunate: We don't hear enough about the
most dseniranchised women in Sociéty, and those are the women
oii AFDC. We're not breaking the Eack of that cycle with these rec-
ommendations, nor were wé with Presiderit Carter’s recommenda-
tions, I don't believe. .. . L . S ,

It's very easy to talk about President Reagan and AFDC; and
somie of the rhetoric that hus surrounded that, but that's a political
debate that doesn’t help the people at the lowest rung of society,
and you sre charged with coming up with the innovative programs
that are necessary, and I just don't sée your prograrmis being inno- -
vative. . . o

‘Nobody likes to save nioniey moré than I do, and I have a series
of wiys that we can save it;, but we're asking these people to take
the biggest brunt, and it simply is not fair, and the innovation that
ought to be there, that ought to be proposed; is not there either.
These programs aren’t innovative; you're cutting back: There’s
really no great innovation: This program will maybe work for your
daughter. This program would maybe work for my dauaghter, bat
I'm not so sure that this program will work for people that have
always been disenfranchised. : . . .
~ You and I were lucky enough to receive a college education. You
and 1 were lucky enough to receive positions of prestige, economi-
cally and socially; in society, but the greatest percentage of those

women on AFDC, their parents were hot, and this program doesn’t
really address that.problem. e
" Ms. McMaition. I would invite you to look nfore closely at what
States are doing in the work program area. There have been a lot

of innovations in the last 2 years. We’'ve provided some flexibility
that hasn't been there. , S
~ Spending money is not the answer. I think. that’s one of the

“ things we've learned in 50 years of history with this program. I

agree with you that some money.has t5 be spent up front, but in
terms of just throwing money at the problem, that’s not going to do
it.
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Mr: Donnerny. ‘That's part of the rhetoric 1 said 1 didn’t want to

talk about. | don't want to talk about throwing money at the prob-

lem, and spending money just will not solve the problem.

You can't retrain somebody, you can’t provide decent housing

and decent food and clothes unless you spend money. One of the
great disservices people in my business do to the electorate is make
hundreds and hundreds of promises, and then not make the prom-
ise on the other end that we're going to have to raise your taxes to
pay for that. . o L :
- We cannot break the cycle of AFDC: We cannot help the most
disenfranchised people unless we spend more money. You think
that these people can become mainstream members of society, by
spending less? I mean, how does it happen? = " -

Ms. McMatioNn. Well, as I explained, it’s a question of spending
money up front, but having program savings at the end so that you
end up with—— S : L : L

Mr- DoNNELLY. The question is, what if the nuclear family is
only the mother and the three children—no mom and dad, no
qunts and uncles with any financial resources, or friends in the

personnel office, or friends in a politician’s office; to help them find
employment, no job training because it has been -eliminated; very

little public service employment; no educational opportunities—
where do they go? ] L . .

" They'll follow your rules. They’ll follow all the rules and regula-
tions you make because they have to, because they need to feed
their children. They’ll do it. If you ask them to go out and sweep a
street and provide community work, they'll do it hecause they are
going to feed their children no matter how degrading the circum-
stances you impose on them. = = o
~ To me, some of the most heroic women 1n America are AFDC
motlhiers because there is nobody who cares more about their chil-
dren because they will live in terrible sociological and economic cir-

cumstances for the sake of their children. We should admire these
women, biit we treat them as if they are a segment of society that
we'd like not to talk about. o ; o
1 don’t mean to engage in rhetoric but there's innovation needed
in your program, and I don’t see the innovation. Our policy and
our job here on the Budget Committee is to deal with the whole
fiscal picture. - :

My feeling is that we car afford to make some up-front invest-
ment in these people because of the long-term fiscal savings that
will accrue to society: I think we’d bite off our nose to spite our

doesn't work and we just continue going along in_the way that
we're going. Whoever takes your place and whoever takes my place
years down the road will have the exact same debate about the
exact same economic and social circumstances of these individuals;
as we've been having for the last 20 years. ___ _ = -
"1 haven’t seen their lives get better over the last 20 years; and I
doii't see. their lives getting any better if we continue the system.
And you have no comment on that? o o

Ms. McManoN: Well, I think I've made all the comments that I
need to.

19-385 O—R3——1
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Mr. DonNNELLY. et me just say that many of the members
w1shed they could be here today, but we are dealing with the social
security legislation; which is. of a very controversmi nature: I would
ask that members of the task force have 5 days to submit questicns

n wrltmg to you and your agency, and we look forward to working
with vou.

Ms: McMauoN: We'd be happy. to have your questions; and I
hope we can point out some additinnal things to you about where
innovations, in fact, have been made

Ms. MCMAHON Thank you..

Mr. DoNNELLY. Our next w1tness is Robert Leard Actlng Admm-
istrator of Food and Nutrition Service, Department of Agriculture:
Mr. Leard, we welcome you.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT E. LEARD, ACTING ADMINISTRATOR,
FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE: DEPARTMEUNT OF AGRICUL-
TURE, ACCOMPANIED BY VIRGIL CONRAD, DEPUTY ADMINIS:
TRATOR FOR FAMILY NUTRITION AND THE FOOD STAMP PRO-
GRAM: AND_GEORGE_BRALEY, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR FOR

SPECIAL NUTRITION PROGRAMS »

Mr:. brarp. Thank you very much; Mr. Chairman, for the oppor-
tunity to appear before you today to discuss the fiscal year 1984
pudget and legislative proposals for the programs administered by
the Food and Nutrition Service of the Department of Agriculture.

My name.is f}oh Ledrd r 'm the Actmg Admlmstrator T'm accom-
tor for family nutrition “and the food stamp program, and George
Braley, on my right, who is Deputy Administrator for our special
nutrition programs, which include all of our programs; for children
and for low-income pregnant women.

I want to give you some specifics. on the new budget but I would
f'rst like to identify the major food assistance programs for which
FNS is responsible:

and are. largely means tested; W]th the income and financial situa-
tion of the recipient being the primary criteria for eligihility.

The largest of our programs is the food stamps program, with 22
million participants and a budget of $1 billion per month. It is
twice as costly as all our other food assistarice programs. .

The next largest is the school lunch program. It serves about 23
million school lunches each school day, and is.the cornerstone of
kiilr thild 'n'ut'ri'tio'n 'progr'am's The sehdbl breékfast btbgram serves

operates mostly in large Clut:s, servel mea]s to 1.4 million thldr‘ :n
edch sunimer.

1nfants and children, the WIC progranmi. The food dlstrlbutlon pro-
gram is another of our programs. This program makes a variety of
foods available to a number of outlets, including schools, hospitals,
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penal institutions, sumimer cimps for needy children, nutrition pro-
grains for the elderly: and needy families on Indian reservations.
In addition. we administer the special didiry distribution pro-
gram; which provides sarplus dairy products; currently cheese and
butter—to food banks and other organizations. for distribution to
the needwv: e )
 In December 1981, we begzin distributing surplus cheese to needy
families: After I year of operation; the special distribution had
reached nearly 10 million needy people. So far, States have ordered
{i]()i‘(’ thuan 100 million pounds of cheese and 124 million pounds of
utter. oo
As you can see; we have many food assistance programs and they
represent a substantial effort.on. the part of the Federal Govern-
ment: We estimate that the food assistance programs Support. in
wholé or in part, over 95 million meals a day. ... . o
1 have some charts in the background. 1 will bé glad to turn

through those if you'd like to see them:

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM SUMMARY
~ This is basically a summary of our food starap program. In the
upper left is the means test, which is the basis for determining eli-
gibility. It is based on the thrifty food plan which is a-low-cost nu-
tritious diet plan: It's structured for our recipients, and is constant-
ly updated. S 7 .

In the upper right are the levels at which our program is operat-
ing. On the lower right dre some of the potential fraud, waste, and
abuse areas. . . .. . L L

‘This chart basically shows the three major parts of the program:
Of course: there's certification and verification of recipients’ eligi-
bility which leads to issuance, which leads to redemption.. .

“The little clouds below each of those are the types of probiems
that we see in each of the various parts of the program. Listed
below are the solutions, some of them are in forms of legislation, or
in regulations that we have undertaken in the last 2 years to meet
the problems of waste, fraud, and abuse. P

~ Down at the bottom, I would mention an initiative that FNS has
recently undertaken called Operation Awareness. This is.a plan to ‘
interface with the States and assist them in improving their_man-
agement of the program system, to find where their errors are and
to bring innovative ideas to them and get them out to see what
other States aré doing so that we can assist them in bringing their
error rates down. We think this will have some great potential in
the next few years, - ; . o

Aguain; 1 might point at the bottom, administrative complexity
has been zind continues to be what we feel is our major problem.

This is a summary of our antifraud activities. In covering 1981
and 1982, please note that the compliance area concerns the retail-
ers cooperating in the food stamp program; in regard to fraud in-
vestigations, they are generally done by our Inspector General. As
you note, we are making progress t.ere. - -

Let's turn now to the food stamp program for fiscal year 1984.
The food stamp program has experienced rapid growth. over.the
past 10 years and has been subject to constant modification which

~,
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hus served to further u)mpllcdtc its complex ddmlnlstratlon which
has_contributed to increased error.

The goals of our 1984 lood stamp proposals are: First, to stream-
line and simplify the program so that errors at certification can be
reduced; second, to rev1se the error sanction system so that we sub-
sidize only 3 percent cf State errors; third; to improve the work
policy in order to encotirage employment and, fourth, to curb the
rute of benefit growth whxle minimizing the impact on those most
in need of our support.

PROPOSED BUDGET
_Our 1984 propo;éd budget for the food stamp program is $10.9
billion. This is $766 million less than what theprogram would cost

in 1984 if there. were no changes: Over half of these savings are due
to the proposed revision of State agency liability, and 25 percent

lrom sxmplllled administration; w1th the remamdex from revised

I think it's critical to note that 80 percent of the savings will
come about as a result of reduced payment made in misexpendi-
tures, and from increased sanctmns to States because of high error
rates—not from recipients’ benefits. This proposed budget was de-
signed to minimize the reduction of any household’s entitled bene-
fits. : .
We propuose to revise and 5|mpllfy the program’s system of deduc-
tions. First, we would establish o standard shelter deduction set
initially at 5140, but adJustedAprll 1 of each year. It would replace
penses deduction.

Second; we would. replace the 18 percent earned .incui.ie deduc-
tion with a standard earred.iricome deduction set at $75 a month
for_households with full-time workers. .

_ Third, we would retdin the dependent care deduction so that
households who need to pay for child care in order to work, could
claim up to $115 a month as a deduction.

These_proposals wauld achieve an estimated $326 mlllIOn in sav-
ings in fiscal year 19%4. Since about one-third of these savings come
from siniplification and error reduction; the impacts on households
ar¢ not gréat—an average 10SS in beneﬁts of 7 cents a day.

A\mong louseholds headed by women who have children; 13 per-
cent will have no change while 46 percent will receive more bene-

fits; the average change will be a loss of only 2 cents a day.

~ AS you will note on this chart, we have decreased our computa-
tions for the caseworker considerably, which would greatly reduce
the administrative burden

_Another . food stamp proposal 1s part of the Governmentvude

plan to delay cost-of-living adjustments. We propose to delay the
COLA ‘adjustment in the_thrifty food plan; the basis for benefit
amounts, from October 1, 1983 until April 1, 1984.

While nearly all households would be affected by this proposal, it
is not a reduction in benefits’ but merely a delay in effectuating
scheduled changes: This proposal would save only $32 million_in
fiscal year 1984, as current data indicates that the upcoming COLA

P
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adjustment would nerease benefits for a family of four by only 51
a month,

We also propose to mike households where all members receive
AH)( piayments categorically eligiblé io receive food stiamip berie-
fits. For. such households; we would replace individual determina-
tions of benefit Tevels with & simplified benefi* determindtion based
on.average food stamp benetits for AFDC houscholds i each State.

Thi benofits of averige househslds would be uniffected by this
proposal; winich would save 370 million in fiscal year 1984 through
sl.]]pllfl(.‘ltl()n and error reduction, This would simplify certification
because 25 percent of the food stamp caseload is also purticipating
in AFDC.

Our propoesal to consider persons who live together as one house-

hold f(u hmd \mmp puxpo\c\ \muld save m estis ndted ‘»(() mllhon

1 \.1lm- ()f their food stdmpb - )
Fimally, we pl()p()\(‘ to establish Qtate lldbl]lt;\, jqxﬁ the value,of
(ll;,rnnlm Ur syerissgance errors above a 3-percent tolerance level.
This will save an ostimated $423 milli n in fiscal year 1984,

In summary, our 1934 food stam:: propoqals wiil snmpufy admin-
istration of the program, reduce error, provide incentives to obtain
eiiplovment: and curb the rate of benefit growth. These proposals
will al.o target increased benefits to houscholds with children.

The food stamp progiam Is subsxdumg nearly 30 million meals a
(Ln to children at a daily al_investment of more than $12.5
million. The food stamp program is.a good investment to improve
the nutritionai diets of not only children, but also the elderly and
other indiv 1duah who need our help and assistance.

[n sdmmarizing our food stamp legislation on this chart, we see
the impact of our fiscal year 1984 proposal. In light'brown are our
projections of error reductions resulting from program simplifica-
tion and =<tandardization.

Ini green we see what represents the Federal subsidy to the
States of 33 percent. The dark brown represents the States’ targeted
area for lmpl ovement or liubility, and we can see that we have pro-

-ided a number of tools through régulations to acconiplish this.

SPECIAL NUTRITION PROGRAMS

Turning now to the ather side of our household—the spemal nu-
trition programs. I will run through these charts very quickly:
These are the px();_{.ams at the fiscal year 1982 and 1933 levels, and
daveridge daily piirticipation of the four big ones: This gives you a
hrml\dou n in cach case of the number of tree, reduced price and
paid riedls.

Turning to the W ' prograin, r ll .show you How tne caseload has
grown for the past 5 veuars, from 1978 to 1983, for women, infants,
and children, te the current level of 2.1 millior. people on the pro-
oram. - o

This is the WI() prlomty svstem establlshpu And hnmlv, thls is
a sammary of the two programs—the WIC program and the com-

modity :upplemental food program.

3.
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hscal vear 1‘)54 ws developed w1th three goais in view: These
goals are to simplify and stréamline program administration, to

reduce error and deter fraud; and to curtail the growth rate in
benefits.

The Department has developed a proposdl which will accomplish
thvse goals while saving $313 million in fiscal year 1984. Of the
savings; 72 percent will come from the estabhshment of_a general
nutrition asgistance grant funded at $535 million in fiscal year
1084,

A\nother () percent of the savings | w1ll come from the verlhcatlon

pendent subsxd_v for reduced price rneals
I must reaffirm, however, that the Federal commitment to the
national school lunch program remains strong.- The changes we
proposc represent ways to refine and streamline this program with-
out changes in its basic natare;

PROPOSED LEGISLATION
’Iurnlng now to the individual proposals the proposed général
nutrition assistance grant of $535 million is_designed to simplify
program adminisiration for Statée agencies. ‘We would consolidate
funds now available for the summer food service; school breakfast;
and- child care food programs into the general nutrition assistance
grant.
The result, we feel, will be enh'anced admxmstratwe efﬁcxencxes
through the reduction of program complexity and programs tai-
lored by the btates to ﬁt the needs of their population.

Services to consolidate the Headstart program which now is served
partially under the child care food program. We would eliminate
the. famxly_ day care portion of the child care food prograrm, whlch
not focus resources on the needy

~ The general nutrition assistance grant was then estabhshed at 85
pcrcent of the remalnmg dolhrs would hke to add that we d1d
each of the programs. However; we decided that instead of pursu-
ing a miultitude of technical changes it made more sernse to allow
the States the flexibility to tailor programs and yet become innova-
tive urid focus where they thought their rieeds were.

In an effort to reduce error and deter fraud, the Department is
proposing to-transfer income verification functions for school meals
to welfare offices. Food stamp offices would receive reimbursement
for_their services from enhanced State administrative expenses:.

This is the way this program would work. The forms would be
sent to the parents to submit if they WIshed a free or reduced price
meal. If they can show that they are in the food stamp program,
they would automatlcally be eligible:

From those remaining cases, the school administrator would
select a small sample, around 3 percent, and submit the application

3
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form for the tree or reduced price meal to the welfure office, which
wottld then niake a nieins test of some kind and come back to the
school and tell them whether the sample was correet. .
~ There has been somie misintegpretation of this. We are not pro-
posing that children and their parents be sent to food stamp offices
to be certified to receive free or reduced price meals: Nothing goes
to the wellare office but the form which is filled out and submitted
to the school, and the sainple is selected by the school administra-
tor:. . S S ) ]
CWe wotld allow State and lucal school offieiiils to take advantage
of verification systems und expertise that exist in the food stamp
offices. Our proposal would also allow States to design verification

would delay the effective date of the cost-of-living adjustment from
July [ to_ January 1. This delay atfects all subsidy levels equally.
No gubsidy levels eurrently in effect would be reduced; and free
ind reduced price participants would not be affected at all, since
the pricé they pay for their riedals would remiin the same or nong
at all, . o . . .

_ We would create an independent reduced price subsidy level.
Under current law, the subsidy. for reduced price meals is tied to
the free meal rate. Consequently, it is overcompensated when an
adjustment for inflation is made. We propose modification of this
provision. Instead, a subsidy level for reduced price meals would be
created thit is not tied artificially to the free meal subsidy. This
proposal would provide increased equity in determining subsidies.
All subsidiés would receive the same rate of adjustments to account
for inflation:

SPECIAL SUPPLEMENTAL FOOD PROGRAMS

the funding level would be unchanged from 1983 to 1984. =

Finally, [ would reiterate thit the two major child nutrition pro-
grams. namely, the national school lunch program and the supple-
mental feeding program for women, infants and children have not
been significantly reduced for 1984; despite the necessity to reduce
the cverall Federal budget. e
~ We view these two programs as the cornerstones of our child nu-
trition cfforts. We believe that the child nutrition proposals we
have dre a strong effort in regard to improving and streamlining
our programs; without jeopardizing the best interests of our Na-
tion's children. o o

~We look forward to working with theé task force, and this con-
cludes my statement.

[Testimony resumes on p. 59.] o )

[The prepared statement of Mr. Leard follows:]
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TESTIMONY OF ROBERT E. LEARD
ACTING ADMINISTRATOR OF THE FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

r. Chairman, and members of the Task Force; thank you for
the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss the
Fiscal Year 1984 budget and legislative proposals for the
programs administered by €he Food and Nutrition Service of

the Department of Agriculture.

I want to give you some specifics on the new budget, but
first I weuld like to quickly identify the major £ood

programs are generally targetted to those most in need and
are largely "means-tested,” with the income and financial
situation of the recipient being the primary criteria for

eligibility.
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The largest of our programs is food stamps. With 22 million

777777 of 1 billion per month it is twice
as costly as all the other food assistance programs. The
néxt largest is schosl lumch. It serves about 23 million
lunches each school day and is the cornerstone of our

child nutrition programs. The school breakfast program
serves 3.4 million childeen; the child care program, which
includes family day care homes, serves 1 million children in
day care situations; and the summer food program, which 1is

cities, serves meals €o 1.4 million children each summer.

Alco, we administer the Supplemental Food Program for Women,
Irifarts; and Childresi (WIC): The food distribution program
is another of our pvbgrams. This program makes a variety of
foods availabie to a number of outlets, including schools,
hospitals, penal institutions;, summer camps for needy
children, nutrition programs for the elderly, and needy

families on Indian reservations.
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In @ddition; under the auspices of the Food Distribution

Program, we administer the special dairy disttibu€ion

program, which provides surplus dairy products (currently
cheese and butter) to food banks and other organizations for
distribiticn to6 the needy: In December of 1981 we began

distributing surplus cheese to needy families. Affer orie

fieacly 10 million needy people. USDA has made 500 million

Boiinds of cheese and 125 million pounds of butter available
for distribution to needy hOUSehdias; So Eér; states have

ordered more than 400 million pounds of cheese and 124

miIlion pounds of butter.

As you can see, we have many food assistance programs and
Ehey represent a substantial effort on the part of the
Feaerai governmeént Wé estimate Eﬁat the food assistance
programs support, in whoie Sr in par€, Over 95 miillion meals

a day.

4;
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When this AdminiStration took office, we imherited domeseic .
feeding programs with one of :he most rapidly increasing
growth races of all Federal programs. Had it not been for
legislative changes over the last two years, which reduced
potential for fraud and waste and tightened program
administration; the food assistance programs would have cost

program for low-income people in this country. Around 22

million people -- nearly 8 million households -- receive food
stamps each moiith: This program is currently at the highest
participation rate it has ever b&en. To be eligible for food

stamps, a household must meet these Ffinancial criteria.
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There are three st£eps in thébfood stamp administrative
process: certification, issuance, and redemption. We Know
that problems can occur at each of these stens. 1In this next
chart, I want to direct your attention to some of the
problems we have been experiencing in ééftifiéétiéh; issuance
ana reaemptién; I;a aiSo like to teli you about some oé the

initiatives we are taking to overcome these problems.

This Administration has been responsible for substantial
progress in the effort to combat fraud in the food stamp
program -- whother by food stamp recipients or retailers.
THese are éxampiés of progress we have made in curbing fraud,
waste and abuse.

Because the Food Stamp Program has experienced such rapid
growth OVé?lthé past 10 yéé?g'tﬁé progeari nas beer subject to
constant modificatibn thch has sérVéé to fu:rﬁer cbmpiicate
the complex programs' administration-and has bdntkibutéé to

increased error. The goals of our 1984 food stamp proposal

_éiéi (1) to Stréamiiﬁé ard éimpiify thé program so that

errors at certification can be reduced; (2) to revise the
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error sanction syStem 80 €hat we subsidize only 3% of State
errors: (3) to improve the work policy in order to encourage
employment; and (4) to curb the rate of benefif growth while

minimizing the impact on those most in need of our support.

our 1984 proposed bddget’for the Food Stamp Program would
spend $10.9 billion. This is $766 million less than what the
program quié COSE iri. 1984 if there were no changes. oOver
half of these éévih?é {5S%) are due tG the proposed revision
of State agency li?éility, and 25% from Simplified

administration. Ffive percent of the savings will come from
proposed changés in prograim work experience requirements, and
15 percent from reducing bénefits or cufbing the rate of

40
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I enink it's critical to note that 80 percent of the savings
will come about as a result of reduced paymen€s made in
error-- miSeipehéiEGEés -~ and from incraased sanctishs to
States because of high error, not from Eeéipiénté' GerieFi€s:

Of any household's entitled benefits.

We propose to revise and simplify the program's system of
jediict ionis: First; we would GStablish & standard/shelter
deduction set initfally at $140, but adjusted April 1 of
each year. It would replace the existing standard deduction
4ind the itemized excess shelter expense deduction. Second,
e would replace the itemized earned income deduction with a
standard earned income deduction set at $75 a mofith EGE
households with Fiill-tifme workers. Third, we would retain
the deﬁéﬁéé;t care dediction s6 Ehat households who need to
vay for child care in order to work could claim up to $115 a
month as a deduction: These proposals woiild achieve an
cstimated $326 million in savings in Fiscal Year 1984. Since
about one-third of these savings come from simplification and
&rror redaction, the impacts on households are not great — an

average loss in benefits of 7¢ a day. Among households
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headed by wofieri who have children; 13‘percent will have no
change while 36 percent will receive more benefits: the

average change will bé a loss of 6nly 2¢ a day:

Another food stamp prdpdSai is part of the government-wide
plan to delay cost-of-living adjustrients. We propose to
delay the COLA adjustment in the Thrifty Food Plan - the
basis for benefit amounts - from October 1, 1983, until April
i, 1984. while nearly all households would be affected by
this proposal, it is not a rediiction in benefits but merely a
delay in eéffectuating scheduled changes. This proposal would
only save $32 million in Fiscal Year 1984, as current data

benefits for a family of 4 by only $1 a month:

We also proposé to make households where all members receive
AFDC payments categorically eli@ibié to receive food stamp
beriefits. For such households, we would replace individual

households in each State. The benefits of average households
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the food stamp case.»ad is also participating in AFDC.

Our proposal to consider persons who live together as one
household for £66d Stamp PUrposes would Save dn estimated 570
million in Fiscal Year 1984. Fiscal Year 1984 savings would
be increased by $90 million by our proposal to require
certain able-bodied persons to work in community work
expetience programs in Oréér tu repay the Vaiue oé tﬁeir Eooé

stamps.

Finally, we propose to establish State liability for the
value of eligibility or overissuance frrors above a 3 percent
tolerance level. This will save an estimated $423 million in

Fiscal Year 1984:

In summary, our 1984 food stamp proposals will simplify
administration of the program. reduce error; provide
ifceiitives t5 obtain employmént; and carb the rate of benefit
growth. These proposals QillbaISO target increaseé beneéits

to households with childrc..
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The rood Stamp Program is subsidizing nearly 30 million meals

{n.5 million. The Food Stamp Program is a good investment ™

U

to improve the nutpitional diets of not only children, but
also the elderly and other individuals who need our help and

assistance.

programs; their cost in fiscal vear 1982, aiid their estimated
co_t this year. Also shown is the current average aaily
participation in edch of the programs Ail.df the e programs
provide meals which meet minimgd notrivional standards
established in program regulations. The lardest program 1s
the National School Lunch Brogram. We view school lanch as
the cornerstone of our child feeding efforts. The program
cost $2.5 billion last vear and is expected to cost $2.7
billion this year. The average éaiiy péfticiééﬁiaﬁ is 23.4

millisn studernts.

¥
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The program costs Eor School Breakfast have temained virtually
unchanged from last year to this year and the current average

participation i3 3.4 million students.

Program costs for the Child Care Food Program are expected to
grow from $300 million last year to $340 million this year.

Nearly 960,000 children participate in this progeam:

#inally, the Summer Food Service Program cost 5bpidiiﬁéEél§

$90 million last year and served 1.4 million participarnts at
i€s peak. The cost is anticipated €6 bBe abdut $100 miiiion.
this year and participation lévels should be about the same

as last year.

Let me briefly describe each of these child nutrition

programs in terms of the children that they serve.

Cirrently, 43 percent of the school lunches are served free

to students from families below 130 percent of poverty.
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cents per meal. Seven percent of all school lunches are
roduced pricel me remaining meals, which represent 50

percant Gf All school lunches, are seryed to students above
185 percent of the poverty level. Even feals served to these
students receive a signiticant Federal subsidy. Each meal is
qnaranﬁééd 29:5 cents in cash and Commédify support. In
addition, bonus commodities are provided which are primarily
dairy products at an average rate of 8 cents per meal; All
public schools and most privace schools are eligible to

parti¢ipate in the school lunch program-

pighty-four percent of the School Breakfast meals are served
free to low-income students, 5 percent are éé?&éa at reduced
price and 11 percent are served to Students from higher
income familiés. As with the school lunch program, the
schoal Breakfast Program is available tc all public schools

and most private schools. \

rhs Child Care Food Program is svailable to children Up to
age 12 in nonresidential instititisas. Day care centers

currently serve 66 percent of their meals free; 13 percent at
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reduced price, and 21 percent at the paid reimbursement rates
for higher income children. Generally, day care homes are
also eligible For participation in the Child Care Food
Program: All meals served in family day care homes receive
the same subsidy. The lcvel of that subsidy is nearly equal
to the free meal reimbursement level. These meals are

subsidized regardless of the income of each child's fémiiy.

The Summer Food Service Program provides free meals to
children in poorer areas during suammer vacation. Eligible
sponsors include schools, residential camps and government

agencies.

3y next chart concerns the Special Supplemental Food Program
for women, Infants and Children which is commonly referred to
as the WIC program. Our most recent participation figures
show that 4.4 million Qéﬁéﬁ, infants and children are
Glifrent.y receiving WIC B&nefits: The chart Shows the
Jiétorical growth of the WIC program since 1978. A5 you can
see, the program has grown dramatically in recent years.

Fuﬁdiﬁg for the éEégféE now exceeds $1 billion and

L]

ar€icipation has moreé than doubled over the past five years.

el
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The éxpécted average participation in the program this year
includes 1,120,000 children, 640,000 infants and 490,000
women. This program is not an entitlement program. Funds

are appropriated and allocated to States.

A priority system has been established for the program. The
top priority of participants includes pregnant and
breastfeeding women and infants with documented sedical or
nutritional problems. The second priority is infants of
women who participated in WIC durirg pregnancy or were
sligible for €the program but did not participate: The third
are children with documented medical and nutritional
problems. Fourth are pregnant and breastfeeding women and
infants with inadeguate dietary patterns. Fifth are children
with poor dietaky patterns; and finally, the sixth category

is post~partim non-breastfeeding women.

Let me briefly describe how the WIC program operates. It
provides épeciai food packages geared to the nutritional

needs of each category of participant. These packages

[

Y
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saclade ttems wuch as milk, ¢ggs, julce and iron fortified

sereal. Tne program combines these food supplements with
tealtn cdare services and natrition edacation available at the

Wl ¢linics. The Federal government provides grants to State

Ja:iencles to operate the program through State health

departments. In most cases; the WIC participants obtain

>agh comimercial food channels sach as grocery

o)

tredr tood ehr

tores and dairies using a voucher system.

D bt tom of this chart describes a progran whHich SeEves a
similar clientele to that of the WIC program. This program
15 cailed =he Commodity Supplemental Food Program, or CSFP.

fn fiscal vyear 1983 the authorized caseload for this program

%3y 14o,125 woiien, Infants and children. Bernefits are

orovided to women, ilnfants and children up to age 6.

Commodities are purchased by USDA and provided to CSFP

sperncors in commodity form. The program currently operates

I 12 SEJE€Es ag 26 sifes. In general, the CSFP is less

sniise than the WIC prograin on a per participant basis but

-+ linxkage to other health services and the screening of
. weple hefore they are let into the program is much less

Poee -
[ L.
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Goals of Legislative Proposal

F6F the Child Mutrition Programs, the legisla-ive sroposal
for Fiscal Year 1984 was developed with three goals in view.

These goals are:

(1) To simplify and streamline program administration,
{2y T& reduce error and deter fraud, and

(3) To curtail the growth rate in benefits.

Thé Department has developed a proposal which will accdmpiish
these goals while saving $313 million in Fiscal Year 1984 and
$2.3 billion across five Fiscal years (Fiscal Year 1984-88).
Sevsrty-two percent of the savings will come from the
establistiment of a General Nutrition Assistance Grant funded
at $535 million in Fiscal Year 1984. Another Six percent of
the savings will result Frof the verification of income for

the lunch program by welfare offices. The final twenty-two
percent stems from a delay of the Cost of Living Adjustments
F.r Six months afnd the creation of an independent édbsidy for
reduced price meals. I shoGId reaffirm; however, that the

Federal commitment to the National SEHOO1 Lunch Pgaéfam

STy
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remains strong. The changes we propose represent ways to

refine and streamline this program without chinges in its

basic nature.

(]

The General Nutrition Assistance Grant

The ptoposed General Nutrition Assistance étéh; O£.$535

million is designed to simplify program administration

-for State agencies. By consolidating funds now

available for the Summer Food Service; School

éteékfégﬁ; ané Eﬁiié ééfé Eééa Efégf ms iﬁfé Eﬁé 6éhéféi
£

Nutrition Assistance Grant, staté fléxibility will
increase substantially. The result will be enhanced
administrative efficiencies through the reduction of
program complexity ind programs tailored by the States
to fit the needs of their population. This
consolidation of programs will result in reduced program
costs of $208 million and reduced State administrative
experise (SAE) of $9 milifsn in Fiscal Year 1984.

I would like to add that #e did consider incremental
changes to each of these Programs. However, we decided

Al
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changes; it made more¢ Sense to allow States the
flexibility to tailor the programs to the needs of their

localities.

(2§ New Iricome verification Initiative

tn an affort to reduce ertor and deter fraud, the

Department is proposing to transfer income verification
furictions for school meals to Qélfaté offices. Food

Stamp offices would receive .reimbursement for their
services from enhidficed State Admiwigggéﬁidé Ekpénééé;
[ am concerned that our proposal is being widely
misiriterpreted. We are not proposéng that children or

H

their parents be sent to food stamp offices to be
|

ERIC
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Certifisd €0 receive frae or reduced-price meals. We

[+

@ill allow State and local school officials to take
advantage of verification systems and expertise that
exist in the Food Stamp offices. Our proposal will
allow SEates to design verification systems that best
meet their needs usihg the rescurces of both the

education and welfare systems.

Six-month Delay of Cost-of-Living Adjustment

policy to reduce spending, would delay the effective
date of the cost-of-living adjustment from July 1 to

January 1. This delay affects all subsidy levels

equally. No subsidy levels currently in-effeet would be

reduced, and free and reduced-price participants would

their lunches would remain the same.

Q"T "
«Q
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Creace an Independent Reduced-Price Subsidy hevel
ndor current law thé subsidy fnr reduced-price als is

tied to the free meal rate. Conisequently; it is cver
compensated when an adjustment f6t inflation is made.
we propose modification of this provision. lristead, a
subsidy level for reduced-price meals would be created
that 15 not tied artifically to the free .teal subsidy.
This proposal would provide ificreaged eguity in
determiriing subsidies. All subsidies would receivé the

same rate of adjustEmeres to account for inflation.

wic/CSEP fanding level will be unehanged: from 1983 to

1984

xs this chact indicates, the funding level of the WIC
ahé CSFP prégféaé will remain unchanged from 1983 to

1983 .
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The Figeal fear 1984 budget proposals represent the
cohntinuation of a new syStef desighned to re—establish the

lavals of government. AsS stated before, the gbais of the
bidget are €6 simplify program administration by
congolidating programs and providing States the flexibility
to tailor the specific programs dfferea €5 the needs of their
l1ocalities; to reduce error and deter fraud By transferring
ificorie verification responsibilities from school
administrators to trained and experiericed food stamp staffs,
and to curtail growth in spending by delaying the
cost-of-living adjustments by six months and creating a

Separdteé subsidy level for reduced-price meals. We believe

program operations at all levels of government.

4
v
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Finally, I would reiteérate that €fie two major Child Nutrition
©rograms, namely;, the National School LuficH Program and the
Supiiementbi teeding Program for Women, Infahts; and Children
(WIC), nave not been significantly reduced for 1984 despite
the necessity to reduce the overall Federal Budget. We view
these two programs as tnheé cornerstones Sf our Child

Nutrition efforts. Still, there is need Eor improving and
straamlining all programs: we believe these child nutrition
proposals are a strong effort in that regard without

]nupardxziﬁé the best interests »f our nation's children.

Summary

In siummary, I Ehink you can see the common sernise in €hi

hudqar. Tt faces the economic realities. Yes, we will have
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¢5 t1glifen ogr programs Lecause of the deficit., We will do
this by streamlining program management and operation and by

roducing wrrurs and program abuses —-- "misexpenditares,” as

we call trnem. But the proposed budget would keep the
benefits 6f the major entitlement programs —-- foog stamps,
School lunch, and WIC at about the sare level as last vear.
raxen together, thése proposals are a package that addresses
human needs as well as economic i'eeds —- a package that

transCends badget éolitiéé.

7#e look forward to working with this Task Force on our

proposald.
This conclude my statement.

I will be glad to answer any duestions you may have at this

time.
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- Mr. Donneniy: Thuank you very much. 1 suppose my first ques-
tion is a perceptual one. How can we recommend cuts and reduc-
tions in growth of nutrition programs at a time when the Nation is
facing its worst economic crisis and is suffering its worst recession-
ary period since the Great Depression? ) o )
_ This is the time, during the times of high unemployment, during
times of economic crisis and chaos; the Government ought to be in-
vesting more. It seems that we always look to cut at times of great-
est economic problems; and then in good times, we really don’t look
at programs probably as closely as we ought to. I see a reversed
priority here:. . : L Lo

I think that when you have States like Michigan and New York
anad various States across the country that are suffering such high
unemployment, the Federal Government ought to be helping these
people out through rough times. What we have been doing over the
course of the last few years is, reduce or limit the growth of sub-
sistence programs when the number of people eligible for these
programs is growing by leaps and bounds because of unemploy-
ment: . o i
~ Mr. LEARD. Mr. Chairman, I would comment on.this specifically
with respect to the food stamp program. It’s at the highest level
that it's ever been, and it is growing. It’s not a program that is

doubtful: I people are cligible, they are being brotight into this
program. : - -
_Almost all of our programs are growing. I would also comment
that in this fiscal year 1984 budget, as I mentioned earlier; 80 per-
cent of it is trying to streamline the program so that we can take
what we have, in a time of limited resources, and focus it on the
needy and the elderly and not on waste; fraud; and abuse.
‘We need to simplify and streamline our.programs so we can

focus every bit of what w= have available to the truly needy.

~ Mr. DonneLLy. I'd like to talk about your proposed allowable
error rate of 3 percent in the food stamps pregram. You dre aware
that under the Dole legislation which is current law; w2 expzct 9
percent error rate in. 1983 to be reduced to 5 percent in 1984.

I think what we need to do is to talk about how we are going to

get that error rate; if we in the Congress adopt your proposal, how
are we going to get that error rate down to 3 percent when we are
on.a track system of 9-7-5, to get to that 5-percent rate in 19857
~ Mr. Learp. It has been our perception; sir; as we tall:d to the
welfare workers—— . -
Mr. DoNnNELLY: We all want a zero percent error rate. T! s the
ultimate goal. In reality, we'd all like to move toward that .i ravse
the niore error we're able to eliminate from this program; :*.: mure
funds would be available to the truly needy. It has to be 5' =12 2
e how we are going to get to that 3 percent without ::ing
through a situation where we would be depriving the truly ::dy
of nutrition that is necessary for themselves and their families
Mr. LEarD. As we_go out and talk to the food stamp ;
around the country; the one thing we have perceived ic that a: tb
program has grown—-and it has grown over the past 10 years =
leaps and bounds—that a Band Aid has been appiiec here, ana ©
Band Aid has been applied there. New rules have been crete ™,

Lite
Gpte
th s
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and something's been done because as it's grown, obviously, more
sophisticated ways to pet around the program have been devised.
 Over the past several years, there has been a lot of legislation
and new regulations resulting in the caseworker now being inun-
dated. As I said, our program is at the highest lavel it has ever
been. More and more people are in there each day, and our case-
workers ure saddled with u systeini that's an anachronism.
_.They've got to make all these computations. They've got to go
through a tremendous number of steps to find out not only are you
eligibie. then how much are you eligible for. } i .

One of the things we're trying to do in our fiscal. yedar 1984
budget is simplify this program by reducing steps, taking out a
multiplication step and. making a standard benefit;. and saving
time. What we know is that if we can standardize, for instance, the
categorical eligibility; which takes the AFDE 25 percent; and saves
a computition for them—il we cun siave the time there, then that
caseworker has time to go out and focus on what we call the cases
th:at are the error prone cases. And we profile them. We all know
where the errors are going to come.

ers coming in and cut; and have some kind of meuans charige:
. So. one of the taings we want to do is simplify the lot of the case-
worker so thev can focus on the problems: We think that will help
bring down this error rate. Ther - ure some other things we are
-From our initiatives, it's simplifying deductions, the categorical
eligibility_and giving them incentives. In the State initiatives, we
think that they have got to tighten up,-improve managemert and,
of_course. our operational awareness is going tc help them get
down. there also: It's a combination, sir; of simplifying :nd stand-

ardizing and assisting the caseworker, and also, quite frankly,

giving the States some incentive to get error rates down lower: . . _.
Mr. DonNeLLy. What about the States that are ravaged and hit
hardest by the recession? Aren’'t we asking those people who are
facing increased niumbers of applicants and eligible recipients to
take on an enormous task, a task that it’s going to be almost im-
possible for them to achieve when they don’t have the additional
revenues for increased staff?
I would suspect;. in_some States—we are treating this problem as
sort of an across the board, that all 50 States ought to get to this 3
percent error rate. Now, there might be a State or two in this-
Nation that can do that, some of the less populated States, some of
the States that haven't been hit so hard by the recession, but when
vou take your larger industrial Stales where the .caseload is in-
creasing_at a_rapid rate, that’s a doubiy difficult ta~k you're asking
those States to perform: o - . o
Mr. Learp. Two things, Mr. Chairman. One i-._you would be

amazed; there's not really a correlatic hetween :igher unemploy-
ment States and the hHigh error rate. Siie of the lvust likely States
have the Lighest errcr rates. o ) ) o
- Mr. DonNELLY. I wish you : nuid s:.b;518 those facts and figures
fer the record.. ) B

Mr. LEaArD: Yes, we will, sir:

[Testimony resumeson p.6ix.!

[The information referred to abve follaws |

6o
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SEMTANYUAL SUMMARY KEPORT OF
F)XID STAMP QUALITY CONTPOL REVIEWS

APRIL 1981 ~SEPTEMBER 1981

u: Depdrtment . 6f Agricoltdre
Food and Hutrition Service
Family Nutrition Programs

Administrative Integrity Branch

s, wook anvlent KEPORTING FERIOD
EouD A aglediD SESV Apr1i 1981 - Feptesber 1981
aM1LY THITIoN —
STATE DFEFATICHS DIVISION  REROKT FOR
~United Sta _

TARLE 1@ © S GF 100D STAMPC QUALITY CONTROL FINDINGS WITH PREVIOYS REPOKTING PERIOD a/

11em rasts _ EIRLT e
Thie FERIOD  PREVIOUS PERIOD | Thg: 'tk 0D FREVIOUS PERIGD
Thpr - Lent Qct - March Apr = gt Oct-- March
Bl Al 81 81
RL1BT 645 8,179,561 885,484,591 « 820,134,527
49,1135 50 ,B45 ' 5,390,552 5,088,581
93 94 N/A N/A
R R I P R |
25.24 26.94 . 18060 jites Y
17.96 19.26 9.4l 10,42
492 5.45 4.59 5.27
13.04 11,81 4.82 . 5.15
7.46 7.68 204 2.62
ans_ 9%, 692 377,915 K/A
‘1eus 28,376 30,303 N7k
Sample 90 94 K/A
1.5 1.9 t/A N/A

WIGHLIGHTS

h active and ne
leeion rate for. this period 16 93 perceot, last pericd's .
3 o _The negative sazple completica rate for this perfod {s 90 percent,
Copert e rate was 94 percent, -

Aveil 1uf) -7
el 0T Tates were ha

-t 10H] 1 the aecond reporting pertnd in vhich all States' dollar
on Fedetal rereviec findings,

Wt etzor cate-for this pertod 18 11.R4 percent.  Last perfod's rate was 13,05
Thie g 10 _11.R4 percrnt rate represents an approximate 10 percent drop
pereeat rate of last prriod.

frepance_vifor rates will not
nt for faflure to meet the 95

nt error rate due to adjuats
andard and/or rounding.

i i 6
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2: DISTRIAUTION OF ALL VARIANCES 1/

Source of Variance

Propcan Factor Aemey _ ______ Participant Total

gnn—%inunclai i/ 4.k 6.7 - 5.7

Renaurcen 4% 26.4 16.2

incomu 47.0 17.1 41.7

beduct lons 36.7 3.8 13.9

Compotatisis 3 5.5 0.0 2.6
_TOTAL_ 1007 0oz 1002

HOTES

1/ Vartances occur {n a .case when 1n£ormucion vcrlf(cd by_. thc OC rcvicwcr. a;

of the _differs from information used at the time of most

_scent \Lrtlflcntlon action or when policy has been mlsappl(cd for
tndividual eleme ce.

s of cllgibllity and basis of issuance. Not all
vnrlnn s will \cqult in a case BﬂIng in error. However, variances_in

ALsn, there can be onre chan one varlnncc per case and no one varlance
ts pgiven as the cause of error ag was donc {n the past. As a result,
brcnrdnwns of dollar losses/case erroré caused By particular elements
cannot be made. .

Thc non~‘1nnnc1nl area 1ncludes vnriancgn detected in one or more of the
following: tax cndency, work regiﬂ[rntlon citizenship, residency,

household size and composttion, or social security enumération.

Lhc computation_area includes vuriﬂnccs resulting from arithmetic mistakes,
transcription, etc., and are therefore, always attributed to the State agency.

g
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TARLE 1. ACTIVE CASES: ERROY RATES RY STATE - Ajril 1981 - Septewber 1981

wenton aNn STATE r Parcent of Canes_in Error

of Dollars in Error _ Total

LIELLRANIE  UVECl¥aue  UhiudLamdue lfeligiole uverlssue unodetinsue =~

Talted Wlates BCH 13.04 7.46 4.59 4R 2.4 11.84
NSrTheavt . I _

Zannecticut 4 13.46 8,07 16.24

Matne 10.35 7.28 8.84

Manurchusetts 179 6.4 .77

Neo Hampehire ta.?h 6.01 14.69

New York 11.27 f.H3 15.74

Rtasde_Lalani 12,76 3.8 11.19

8.4l 5.88 10. 56

; 308 8.73

Utet. of Columbdla 5.90 16.93

Maryland_ 9.64 15.74

New leraey 3.15 11.2)

Penuselvania 10,90 5.40 1o.61

“Leria Rlco 19.41 2.90 9.43

ziota. . 10.8% 4.01 9.02

tn lelands 10.64 2.4 13,19

¢ drginga 12.37 6.3 1312

111 11.49 6.93 2.1 -3.99

5,69 18.10 1.91 6.11 15.31

PR 18,91 7.48 4.32 12.45

1.74 1.47 3.10 8.176

5,23 9.52 177 11. 61

North Carolina £.91 11,49 5.3 16.20

Suuth Garolins G0 1.86 471 12,20

¢ 5.86 7.45 471 13.19

16,48 6.80 L.lb 11.46

5.1 1.58 7.98

Michigan 9.95 5.71 11.89

Minnesota 4,94 4,01 10.19

Onhto . 5.54 2.78 8.93

Ydisconsin 7.94 5.59 13.19

5.90 2.95 12.09

8.01 4.40 13.52

6:61 8.06 15.70

5.19 1.84 11.91

6.28 4.51 11.91

6.1 8.58 7.26 16.81

3.H84 6.01 4.22 9.26

.84 6.32 6.84 12.81

175 7:33 1.65 10.35

6,10 9.49 5.91 14.34

7.02 1.99 8.52 12.89

R.21 1.59 3.79 7.32

3.1 6.99 1.95 7.82

474 9.2) 3.49 11.50

5410 2.55 5,40 14.62

Alns 20,47 6.43 20.19 413 .1 27.99

Atlzona $.90 10.50 4.40 5.02 1.9% 13,40

Zalifornta 2.25 7.74 2.35 3.35 3.35 .9.11

Guan PN 9.52 8.04 3.19 1.96 13.21

dawatt 2.91 8.24 5.23 1.70 2.29 -9.22

L4t S.76 6.3 .25 4.04 2.02 12.42

Nevada [N 2.26 2.1 0.795 0.57 3.65

Oregon 4,97 5.88 5.61 5.24 2.21 13.05

Washington .13 474 1.49 5.65 2.42 9.58

!
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Y. COMPLETION, AND ERROK

April_1981 - Septeaber 1981

Caseload

LoAPLELED DADPLIE REViews

Monthly Act{ons Act fons Required Sample {n Error
Calted szates 394,692 28,376 90,44 3.54
43,28 0.49
92.71 a.61
92.60 1.84
76.25 5.26
44.00 1.14
94.42 1.61
99.18 2.07
.82
5.48
“aryland H.47
Sed Jorvey 0.94
Petimsiuania 5.61
1.49
2,40
4,44
1.33
1.84
1.08
2.36
1.55
s4ipot 1.80
Taraltina 2.43
th_Tarciling 1.32
96.01 2.2
99.93 2.81
97.27 2.67
95.88 6.50
83.70 4.98
97.92 2.18
17.6) 3.5%
98.45 1.0%
90,83 5,11
97.16 1.46
99,84 1.9
96,5 7.01
97.25 1.74
94.33 3.42
99.62
94,96
1,21
949,49
29.3H
98.49
96.20
99.49
96.86 4a17
97.36 1.52
78.6) 9.54
98.04 2.67
9%.67 0.66
98.76 2.19
100.04 0.56
99.66 3.34
98.91 4,42
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casLd 5o ASTIVE CABESE

¥, {oN AND STATE Av erage Monthly Caseload r Complete Samply Revieva
Esttmited- - . Perdent. _.  Allotment lssued
tHouweholds Monthly Allotment 5 of Required To Sasple
- — Sample
Gnlted States B 187,443 8HY,484,391 49,135 92,78 5,390,952 !
Nt - o e N - o " I’
Conoectlcut 5,892,893 1,189 95,81 99,016
5,989,898 1,081 . 94,08 116,050
Mawsa et ty 16,071,263 1,052 87,66 104,685 -
New Haspshire 2,264,189 379 91.99 38,082 !
Nes' York 70, 344,952 1,010 84.17 93,487
Rbude leland 3,396,693 21 94.13 61,506
werTaont 1,415,389 349 95.30 2,253
Deiagare 2,196,346 95,16 40,034
Dist. of Coluabia 17955,788 89.59 69,312
15,868,729 97.80 121,612
13,045,958 92.467 124,002
Panvezlsanta IURTS 16,534,908 92.60 106,930
4y, 80 76,361,177 93,43 180,489
154,321 17,329,504 93.23 129,296
A,443 1,815,583 31.33 19,107
13,447 10,639.336 95,96 149,772
212,508 23,058,621 96.18
i JORRCALY 41,361,210 b
Geonrgts 273,783 31,492,228 94,460
Kentusky - 173,061 21,912,984 99.00
Hiwvtasippt 163,572 19,924,795 78,17
Noreh Garoalina 02,820 21,148,854 L 78.12 99,103
ieh Carsltnag 199,487 17,236,751 99.39 134,013
wdsce 255,965 28,117,755 93.92 123,799
412,104 43,892,318 93.43 147,348
139,126 17,278,058 95.85 146,423
384,204 33,391,170 94.67 98,126
16,861 6,792,137 89.42 24
393,943 44,814 956 93.24
98,696 §;579;(,1.3 95.02 120,632
an. 107,015 11,363,904 56.87 131,327
Loutatana «21 21,924,270 97.51 132,964
New Maxica 784 7,209,053 90,30 135,855
G iaNonma L. 424 6,163,196 96,58 100, 541
Texas Lt 47,587,466 95.50 140,419
Mt, Plains - .
Calorado 7,763,715
Tnws 6,630,231
Fansaa 4,411,940
Miasurt 15,962,012
Hont 1ad 1,444,795 91.0%
2, 95.00
932,668 98.14
1,739,199 100.00
2,254,712 93.47
502,205 94,58 14,623
1.965.852 171 87.24 31,242
9,023,653 1,152 91,87 150,645
47I798,126 1,060 88.33 90,563
1, 612 14 96.2 39,728
5,930,554 83% 95.04 i19,702
2,128,776 347 87.85 41,498
-1,437,908 .65 9815 36,90”
11,018 634 127 95,74 164,469
113,798 11,365,234 1,309 91.28 137,701
’,‘ -
i .
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Annotations
al Inin s preliminary Unifed S€ates sommiry statistics .

tor the april Y81 throGph Séptembuer 1981 perlod may be revised
as a result of the correctton or-adjustment of individual State Figures.

_h/ Lnfted States eCror rates are ua-i;‘,ﬂicd });,; 'S;.'!CL ;Agcl;:;d/f.;;ii;htcrﬂ
monthly allotiments,

c/ L'i\it;idrfimu-s error rate ucip-,hcéd by estimated :onthly negative
actions.
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Py L o LRI PR FEEIRI T A A

- oo, eerientio
REZI N AND STalb Mouee%lda N N
- tneltgtbee
satcad 4187 05 [osew
not §.0) :.57
3. 3.2 I
6.2 4.8 Lo4%
Keu Hampihire 6.01 627 2
Kew_Tork 693 5.34 3.2
raode Te 3.72 §.47 2.00
5,88 IR 1.37
304
5.99
9.64
Rev Jeracy 1.75
Pannay} rante 3.40
Paartn i 3 2.90
Yirginfa_ _ 4.0}
Vicgin lalaage 2.74
as tnta 6.33
112,509 2030 3.8 .72
360,438 6.11 7,11 i’“
27y.78) W32 5.09 2.05
173,061 3.10 3.6 2.20
183,372 3.7 6.58 1.29
Warin Cernlt 102,870 $:33 7.30 337
Caraline 153,87 4.7 L9 1.5% 12.20 7.1
< 155,965 PR 503 10 13.19 , ., 8.0
s17;10¢ TS 3.5 IRY 11.45 8.0
119,:16 3.58 1.81 7.A0 7.98 8.7
38,104 5,71 3.5) 2.83 11.99 11.0
15,857 .01 A H 156 10.10 “3
393,943 3018 L.43 1.6 .8.93 9.4
98,696 5.59 3.89 3l 13.19 7.3
. 197,033 2.95 6,57 2.5 i7.09 8.2
louinisae_ 193,531 L.40 5.16 2.96 .o13.%2 8.2
New “exlcd 57,788 8.06 5.80 1.77 15.10 h.9
Stiehona 74,528 3.84 493 a2 11.91 2.8
Texas 368,37 a8l $.09 2.3 1.9 .9
hisd h - - S
Tolorado 7.2% 6.412 240 16.81 4.7
Iowa_ | L.22 3.48 1.33 9.25 1
Fsnsae 6.84 3.84 .12 12.41 0
Hissourl 3.63 065 2.10 10.15 7
Nootans 5.91 5.48 2.47 14.34 9
BeSravca 8.5 2.50 1.87 12.89 5
Boreh Dakota 3.79 2.0 1.49 7.32 .2
South Darots 1.93 w23 1.63 1.82 4
3.49 3.82 416 11.50 7
5.40 8.03 1.19 14,82 £
20.19 873 2,73 27.99 9.1
A 4.40 5.02 3.95 13.40 6.2
359,433 2.3 3.3% 3.38 9.1 6.9
_3.460 8.04 3.19 1.96 13,21
‘9{:3 5.23 1.70 2,29 9.22 51
T 6.2% i.04 2.02 12.42 o6
S ey .33 0.75 0.57 3.63 6.1
i . 03 ? 20 A
T ngtos 13?:” 5.61 5.26 2.1 15.65. 91
¢ 1.49 5.65 2.42 9?.38 R.9
‘+«arage Monthly Ca--iou
.
£ -
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Mr. Learp. The correlition | think 1 would have to mike is the
States that have a commitment to good management do well.
()Hn T Stdtvs d()n L

smndardumg and bln’lpllf\ln}.{ we are savmg the resources of the
States so that they can apply them to this increased workload.
We are simplifving thit eadeworker’s problem for him, and that's

what | think = an asset. The States can then turn around and
apply it 1o thi- - credsed workloud or to bringing their error rate
down.

Mr. DonNeLLY What's the error rate iri the Commonweﬁlth of
Massachusetts? 1 aant to know if we are well managed or not.

Mr. Leanrn. As ot September 1981, your Massuchusetts error rdte
was 117 pereent, not one of the \\OrSL by any means, but not——

Mr {"oNgAb. Not one of the best.

M+ 1+ rn. Nevada is the lowest in the Nation. I won’t tell you
thi- v Lest, but-——

“1e LioNNkELLY. Well; [ will ask, who is the highest?

Mo kaARD. Alaska is the hxghest

M. DonNeLLy. There are a series of questions that members of
sk furee would like to submit in writing over the course of
HL( 1( \t )dst A\ I sdld (ulrlwr mo 1y of the members could not

\11 l EARD. Wvd b(‘ hdpp) to answer your questlons sir.

,,,,\,h l)()\\'HH l wnuld like to ask you a questxon on the WIC

\h LEARD. \Ls sir. \(m tiriit’s for both the WIC and the com-
modity supplement. nm' ceTram.

Mr. DONNELLY. b how moiy peoj .2 would be served by that?

Mr. Learn. In the \,\ ¢ oor wram, thev are currently serving 2.4
miliion. That caseload woui - srobatly drop to 2.3 million.

Mr. DonnznLy. Where are those 100,000-odd individuals going to
receive the nuatrition that is necessary? .

Mr. Lrarn. We would suggest that under the prlorlty system,
that some. of the indiv .duala who should be dropped off arc the
ol r children who have other programs where they can receive
nutition assisteace, like the food stumip program and child care
program. There 1s some overlap in these programs.

Our l-ver priorities in the WIC program are the postpartum
mothers and ti en the older chiidren. We certainly hope that the
hizher priorities—-the pregiant women and the infants—are not
the people that would © removed by any State from the program.
The chi'dren muike up tiie lurge majority of the caseload: We would
hope that if the caseload must be reduced, that it comes out »f th:
older children up in the 5-year-old range where they have other
programs. e

Mr: Chairmun; could I let my Deputy Administrator add some-
thm;_: here?

Mr: DonNELLY: Eertainly: o

Mr. BraLEy. With regard to ihe W1 program and that priority
svstem. the categories of people «waere the real positive benefits
have beeni demonstrited in resciirchi, are the pregnant women and
the young infants; primarily the pregnam women in terms of the
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that are born to them. - L
 For the older children; the demonstrated effects of the WIC pro-

gram are not nearly so strong in terms of .the cost-benefit ratios
and so on that are so frequently quoted for WIC. That pertains pri-

marily to the pregnant womeén. and women comprise onty about
one-guarter of the entire WIC caseload: S

Mr: DonnELLY. That WIC priority, that is a priority chart, 1
through 6>

Mr. Bratgy. Yes, sir. S

Mr. DonNNELLY. And No. 5 in priority are children with dietary
inadequicies?

Mr. BraLky. Let me explain, just in general——
Mr. DonneLLY. Who developed those priorities?
Mr. BraLEY. Those priorities were developed.and established in

repruliitions and based on public comment from WIC administrators
i well as {rom the scientific community. . o .
" In general, people with diagnosed nutritional and medical prob-
lenis sre served first; and then those that don’t show any clinicat
signs of a problem are in the lower priority categories. That’s based
primarily on a dietary recall sort of thing, just looking at their di-
elury pattern as they report it. The top priorities are the ones with
the roal medical and natritional problem. . o
ir. DoNNELLY. Now, aré priorities, say, ? or 4 through 6 are

those individuals being served in most States now, under the
present budget? S

Mr. LEARrD. It varies. quite frankly: S o

Mr. Don~rLLy. Woull you be able to submit some evidence to
that for the reeord? . . N o

Mr Bravey. We can. ves sir, in general terms. Some areas are

llowing all §ix priority cuiesories to participate at this point;
sthoes are liniting it to the tep three or four priority categories:

NTe CEARD. We will subrut vhat information we have, Mr.
C.anirman.

[Vt informatiou réferred to abace follows:]

Ther i Tiow ov W0 PardioibAvTs BY PRIORITY GROUP

Thvre (e 8C:400 huintoadd o 300
lised for selecting applicants when 4
Iy, the priofite sysrem rargets benefits to pregn
fants betore é i itional problems before @applicants
with i inddequite diet: States have the flexibility to set. further prioritics within
the requited <¢siems The hedlth professional at the local agency determines the-in-
dividual's rie: rional risko L
States eport monthly o prirticipation by category. of participant--women,
iildien. THe niost. recort participation informarion (December 1982) is
nen —o15,076, infinis—639,468 and children—1,217,996. ‘I’ ercent-
1 pereent. infants--29 percen 1
Uota to delermiiie thi notritional risk prior r
nein miay serve dilfopetit privrities. Given this variability, we do
noL requi < tu report prioritics served on @ moiithly basis..©

Pericdically for funding alleeation purposes. the States submit a list of categorices
served. Attached is a list of the most recent information on priorities served by
Staies.

0 eatepories established by reglalion to be
seney 1S ut maximum caseloid. Busical-
breast-feeding women and in-

i Stare, |
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Mr p();NNELl,Y, 7Youﬂstiij,hgy,g not answsre:. . my satisiactioss.
the yuestion of what will happen to these 100  persons eut jriy,

. the WIC program. I would like some documentation for the we-re

Just assuming your responsibility is to take care of vresein. casc
lvad, where are those neople goifig to go for their sutritional
needs?. ) B S . .

Mr: Learn. I'will provide that for the record. o

IThe following information was supplied for the record:]

DoceMENTATION ON AVAILARBILITY OF NUTRITION. ASSISTANCE #i R THESE | 2RVED
WIC Enicisirs
_The fuod stamp program would de availible to those WIC eligzibles thai meet thie
food stamp eligibility requiremeiits, The maxiimani. incorie eligiblity for the WiC
profram is 1RG5 percent of the poverty gaidelinies: Since food stamp gross income
lirnits _set_at 130 percent of poverty thie higher ivconie potential eligiblés for
uld not he eligible for fosd <+ - +ng; S
td cure food program w.: 1+ . a zoirce of nutrition i

T 3 tance for those
children attending o center or & t: 1 v diy ¢ire home participating in this pro-
pram. o o . ~ R ~ . ~
U Fhe WIC program uses. o priority. systeni to insaré that the neediest people are

Those 190 r 50 peopie who would 1o longer be served in fiscal year

rre _nutritional problems, such as older children and post-

¥irty re are other programs available 16 help s6¢vé pecple who cannot

participate in the WIC program. These include the food stamp progriin, the com-

maodity supplemental food program; and the child care food program. Furlher, there

15 the distribution of surplus cheese. There are other relevant. programs to assist low

income women and children, not operated by the Departinent . of Agriculture. These

include aid to families with dependent children; mediciid; title XX socidl services
and maternal and child health services.

- Mr. Brarry. Mr. Chairman, I should point out that the time on

the WIC program for people is relatively short. That caseload turns
over fairly quickly. Pregnant women are on for an average of 4 to
1'% -months. So, there's a fairly rapid turnover in the individuals
that are on that program: [ think that is important to note.
 Mr. DoNNFELLY. My staft has provided me with information that 9
miltlion women; infants, and children meet the WIC eligibility crite-
ria. Do you agree with that figure?

Mr. Learn. These aren’t necessarily all needy: 7

Mr. DonNkLty. But they fill the criteria. Would you agree with
that? A .
- Mr. Brarey. I've scen a ot of figures on potential eligibles, and

depending on what data source you use and what assumptions you
mutke; I think that would probably be just applying the income eli-
e ility. N T o :

1€, unlike most of our other programs, has a nutritional re-
quirement. You have to e'ther have a medical or. nutrition probiem
diagnosed in order to be on the program. It's difficult to merge the
income figures with that. =~ =~ =~ .

{The following information was supplied for the record:

WIC Encisce iitir-[xlzx-rifix ?sm&mﬂ&

lity for thi WIC progrim i bised on the following: (1) categorical status as-

castiveding, or postpdrtum womin.-an infart-or a child up to 5 years

Fligib
i preghant. b
of age: (2 fumily in below Stite income guidelines, 185 percent of poverty. but
not less than 100 g rd (3) nutritional risk. The maximum- inecome limit is
185 percent of poverty: Since miny States useé lower income $tandards, it -may be
appropriate to use 175 percent of poverty as the proper income cutoff to reflect the
lower income standards in sonie Areay: .

o
i dJ
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fition Surveys of the Bureat
¢s, roupgh esti iuies of the

antd 1981 Carrent Popu
of Conistis fifid from the waal Center oil Heilth St g
itnber of people potenti y cligible Tor the WIC program can be caleulited for the
nanon bor these yoears Unfortunately, 1982 poverty statistics are not yet aviilible.
However, given the increased levels of uneinploymeat and of live births, it is reason:
able to specalatic thit the number of people eligible for the WIC program increased
byt Jeast 10 15 pereent per ye after 11 o S
AW estimate that i tionally, 100 million_persons are. potentinlly income ehgible:
Due to the Lack of aviikible information, the nutriti isk crit till cannot be
icluded in the estuiation process. Including the nutriticnil risk criteria would de-
croase the estimate of the fiutitber of people eligible. The cost of supporting 10.5 mil-
on participants in fiscal xedr 1953 ot R per person per mionth would be ap-
proximateiy S 6 billion "The cost to support the same level of participants would
ierense ta 85 15 hillion an el year LSt at $41.11 per person per morsth,

The estimates prosented here vefloct the number of people poteritially eligible at
iy given pointan e 1. These cor jotid to thy partieipation statistics. reported for
ihe WIC program. which count pirticipints in any given month. 1ii. both potentially
wlizible peaple and “participiants, there is tarnover during i year. A person iy be
ehyibili oi tiiay participate in March, but 1.t be cligible or not participaite. it No-
ernbier aiid vice versa CThus, over a.yvear, siore. actual people will be eligible and
will partiapate in the WIC program than are re 1octed in the potential eligible esti-
pates or in the pirticipation reports. The Depirtment is starting a study o esti-
mate inorse pricisely those potentinlly eligible for program benefits. We expect the
Frsults to be aviilable nextvear.

Uding dintiy from LU R
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Mr. DonNELLY. We will be sending detailed questions. One of the
great problems in preparing a budget resolution is the assumptions -
nd the statistics that are used. If we could all agree on certain as-
sumptions and statistics that would make the crafting of the.reso-
lution a much simpler job, @nd I think it would . provide the imnpe-
tus that is necessary to make sure that the people that are eligible
and in need. do_receive; under the best possible case administra-
tion, help from the dollars that this Congress is going to expend for
those programs. . L . o

As 1 said cartier, the whole food stamp program is probably one
of the most controversial programs that the Federal Government
runs. in terms of the impression of the electorate regavding the
benéficiaries of the food stamp program, and the administration of
the food stamp program. The rhetoric that has surrounded the food
<tamp program, in many ways, has done a disservice to those indi-
<.Jdunls who are eligible for food stamps, and who are the types of

individuals whose nutrition needs we are committed to meet:
~ One question about the COLA postponement. What does that
really do, the COLA 'postpqnement? It's just short-term savings: It

duesn't deal with long-term nutritional problems. It doesn’t deal
with eligibility, or verification, or error rate problems. What was
yoir cost estimate on the savings? -

Mr. LEArD, In oné program, it's $66 million; in food stamps -
$32 million. Basically; in our programs, it's a very small amo® -:.
For the food stamp program, the thrifty food plan is our basis for
four. There has been somewhat of a stagnation or almost deflation
in food cost prices, so the people are actually get:*ng a little more
than the actual cost should be. L
"~ Mr. DonngLty. That might be what your agency's statistics show
but you'd have a tough time convincing my wife that there's a stag-
nation in food prices. o S R - .

~ Mr. Learn My wife would probably say the same thing. It’s the
price of the food package, of course. This is not éxpected to take in
iill the glamorous foods and things, but at the next update in the

pegging our rates, and right now it s set at $253 for a family of

{00 O—%i——6 8.;,



Lov foed plan: 1t 1= only. projected to go up 31 It's a very mini-
41 COAt dis far as the COLA s concerned. in teérms of our program.
Mr o bosserey. Well T just don'’t see—the €COLA. p')ktpom-ment
Wi fanisenteof any, impact on the bud;_,( taryv and ficct! problems
oi this Niooon, and this one nrogram; 1 don't see the justification

tor 1t

Mro e oo It ;ii'c&' have some bigger effect in the outvears:

Mro Doxseiiy, IF you would provide what numbers you haveé in
the outvears, we d appreciate that. L

' Feakp. We will be pleased to provide the infornsition for the

e
i following intormition wis Sll])[i]i('(i:|

FOOD STANP PROGRAY PROJCTED SAVINGS  C'0A POSTPONERERT |

§254 §32
b 354
281 337
794 366
Kl 35

-

Mr I)w.‘.\; Ly, We are honmul thls morning to have with us a
member of the Agriculturad Commiteee; Mr: Panetta: -

Nie. Pastrra. Thank sou very much. Mr. Chairman. We cover
this dssue, shviously: in the Agriculture Committee und I look for-
wird to considering it indepth. although in term of the budget reso-
lution, we're al=o going to be making some recommendqttons

Let me first ask vou. bevond this. whether vou've taken a posi-
tion with regards to 4'0mmodn\ distribution. legislation that is ap-
pedring bioth on the Senate side and on the House side?

Mr, IIARI) We are looking at a number of bills right now. 1
would . suy this, that we generally are supportive of doing more
with the commodities. The one thing that T think we would not be
~uppirtive of ia the in’t( rst;itt- cost' \V'o do Ib'el th;it th"e qt;lt'e's can,

and e
~LiaTe CORLS] (md \\lth the Pedeml (,owrnment,paymg N p(*ruznt of
the cust of the comniodity and transport, and taking mans other
unigue steps tn assist the States: we feel that the S:tates have to
ptt some commitimienit to-this. Three percent is not an unreaSon-
abile thing to ask of them in the interstate costs.

We h ive seen, for instance. in the special dairy ("‘trlbuuon that
45 of the States have tound a way; through funding or through vol-
dntetrisni, to take cire of this, There are a variety of ways the
States are meeting these interstate cosiz, so we do not support that
pm\hmn . - - -

We are lookl w at other things that can be done in terms of
other conimodities that we have in surplus: I.think there is a lot of
misunderstanding in the public as to what is in surplus. A lot of
our comniodities. that are in warchouses: dor't necess‘arliy belong
to the Federdal Government to be given away out theére in repay-
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fietit 1o firniers or something else Bt we wdre looking al ways to

pet other comniadities out, similar to the cheese and the butter.
Mr Pasrrra. At least in terms of the specific pi-ces of lemisla-
tion. either the Dol bill or the bill= introduced on this side. <ou
hive not taken i firm position? o o
~ Nr. Leakb. The Under. Secrotary did testify on tin Dole bitl
before the Senate Agriciltuie Committee; and discuss d it with
{hedin. ) o
Mr Paniira. Supported it. or not?, S
N Lean: Generally, | think he is supportive of the provisions.

Mr, PaNEira. Let nie ask, tarning to the food stamp program, on
the error rate sanctions. The last tinie around, we instituted an
crror rate sanction that would do. it on a progressive basis, and try
16 move the States down gradually. Why not let that work? Why
nut let that pperate before you immediately move to the kind of
error rate sanctions that vou re talking about? . .

N Lianb. Busically; sir, as part of our fiscal vear 1984 budget,

wor propose to wike further steps to simplifv and siandardize the
porini. We feel that these steps, if tihen as a package, will pro-
Vi . whitewithal to reduace the error rutes even more. The
St e gol to start showing soie incentive in lowering the

grroetes. The iiore money we can save. the more wc can pump
hook i1to our needy individual. S . .
“Mr. Paxerta. My only concern: obviously, is that with six food
stamip bitls i G years, there's an uwfu! lot of admiinistrative regul::-

tions that we've pamped o here in 1 short period of time: Every

time we change the law “redte that. mach more of a problem.
Fven under the guise anplilying thie laws ir this area,” we

create problems and, as Stute ad=iinistrators try to deal with the
<itiition: we begin to fesd into the problem that much more.

[ inioss the guestion 1 would raisc is; what's your average error
{ e States?

rite right now in terms of most of tl o )

~ Mr. LEakb. Let me hinve Mr. Conrad, our Dépiity Administrator
for food stamps, answer that, sir . ) L
- Mr. Coxrap. For ‘the period ending in Scptember 1981; the na-
tional average was 1151 porecent That's cverissuance and underis-
suance. If you take und UanNCe

S ssuance out, it's down under 10 percent,
about 9.7 or 9.8 petcent in that range. S -

\r. PANFIFTA. Your proposal, then, is to take it down to what, 3
percent? S

Mr. Liarp. Yes, sir. 3 percent.

N PA ix. By when? ) N . .

Mr. Leann. By 1951 Right now; in_law, we would set theé target
at 7 percent in 19840 as part of the 9-7-5 percent tolerance levels of
orror. We would take that tolerance level down to : percent, a firm
;3 percent not target rates to enable them to move sequentially to
that amount. S L L -

M Panerra. You don't really believe you're going to get States
down tu a 3-percent error rate in that period of time? You're going
to wind up. penalizing the States, and you're going to wind up cut-
ting benefits. That's going to be the ¢nd result. . ]

Mr. LEARD. We're not saying, sir recessarily, that we expect

them to get. down to 3 percent. We are saying we would subsidize 3

percent of the errors, and then above 3 percent, if they chose not to

&y
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be serious about ity then that would be these part of the error to
~ubsidize: ; e N
b Paxerra @ bnow; but veu've been an administrator in the
focd stz progrim; Yot 1 oictind the problems involved, and
1 tot sa mnch D don't evs i know that i = not—thore’s.a lot of
tilk iihont fraud, waste, dind Gantise Vers frankle ot of it is JusL
paperwert and the people who adannist. program us o,
whethes they are doing it richt, I'ii hot 4 4 what you will
cnd up doing is penalizing - he people who acen receive the bene-
fus instesd of going after the very peopie who are probably the
mivin problem. . ]
Thes are burdened because every tinie we send out new regula-
Gons. thev've got o implement them; and every time. you imple-
ment nesw regulations—1 miedn, you're propusing in daddition to this
changing the approuch with regard to the shelter allowance, which
< oing to creite some additiondl problenis in terms of deciding-
amsiiam that thot's adopted—who's. getting it; who's not getting

S Sur yvowcart it the same time, pull baek on the et raies ard
then, at the same time, unload a series of new regulations +n theni
At the sanie time and expect that you're going to be abl (o im-
prove the program overdll. What vou need to do is stabilize the
progrim . ; S

Mr. Learn. Mav | point one thing out, sir. One of the provisions
ieour D badget is o deelare AFDC-households categorically eli-
uible woad =implify the benefits. Now, 25 percent of the caseload

it
full~ oo that ctegory.

does not hive 1o go through the litany of determining whether
they are cligible and how muceh they should receive. That kind of
workload reduction cun only: result in having more time to focus oi:
those errorprone profile cases that we know are comicg through.
We think this will hive a tremendous benefit in error reduction
and better case . ‘aJement. o :

Meo PaNerra the seorkfare aspeet, why not let locil commu-
nities hove the m on worklare, which is the case now? After
all, we're talk 21 The onie hand about New Federalism and al-
fowinig Jocal ¢ amde e to make the decizion, why not allow
them to make the decision w her they want to linpleinent werk-
fare or poe> o ) : L o

Mr. Learo, We would allov tnem; of course; to v+ the benetits
of the work Service here. We dust frel that it was 2 necded ——

Mr. Paxerra. But you're making it mundatory:

Nir. LeARD, Yed, sir, we are. o )

Mro PaNerra. Again; my question is; If indeed . we feel that local

povernnienis, Stie povernments, ought to have *he option in many

-~

arcas, and indeed we're talking about block granting in » number
of other areas, at least the administration is proposing that, why
not allow local communities to have the option 1n this arsa .as.well;
to determifie whether indeed they can implement this Fiad of pio-

gram or not? If it’s worthwhile and the administration thinks it's

worthwhile: then I'mi sure the comimiunities will wiant o take that

50
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Stip Hthes don't teel they want 1o do it then =nt b an option
that they ought 1o decide on”

Ne oKD ;\1:i\'tn- 1 cou - *\p(md to this quc o providing
wor s B oot NS Vi D loiows some communi.:~ have done
Sivi . ot e condueting food stap workfare pm;uts br)th is test

Sites o der thie nmlmn il provisions When we first began test-
iz this concepto we b bsis stes volunteer o have workfire proj-
i v thotipdi thes e ved no financial assistance from the
Foederial Govornment. Ubviotislv, some coiitnunitios. werce willing ta
tre this approich cven coithout the incentive of financial assist-
ance . We now, however. tund the optional programs and would.
trder the plr);v(h.l] fund projects at the rormal 50 percent reim-
biirsenient ride 11"7.111”1“11\“ itive caxts incurred.

[ would al~o wiant to pobme out_to von that the way we will
present v fegiskitive packige on this wiil allow some optien and
flexibiliy, The legislative .mpmuh wolild ¢ 1lv require Stites to
provide jobis dp to 75 percent of the e ligible pool because vou will

Frave <o comnndnities in sonie locales where. & wouiin't make
Leiiii] seiise to bive i work program because of the dispersement of
the people and so on and =o forth.

S, we e tryite to recognize some bdl‘mxg in Lh(- change os G-
pose 4 to o full redi sibiend juthe conversion process. Our sav-
P~ crileubations meinde the administr ltlu- cost in Setting this pro-
gram up oand runiiig b As you Kaow; some (nm'mnmwx have
done thix very well hy integ

ratiag the AF !)( Cand its proved to be
viery bBereficinl

Mr. Paxer My copneern is that vou re working L Cross-pur-
posied. Xt one point, vedre te Jling States th it they ve got to reduce
them orror rate and. af the same time. vou're coming in with a pro-

griin thiit's going o involve m(r(dl}m administrative overhead if
vou're really going to trick people interms of the jobs they are
Serforniing in arder to accommaodate to whafever fe5d stamps ti
are roeceiving CPhdat o oan ineredible load: and the pilot progr:
t!“it now mnplement workfare programs are indicating that that is
the case. o

There are communities, hait started workfire and dlopped it be-

cise thire s no wiy for them to keep the adminisirdation of thiat
[)xv)ui.ml AP \m " [} oSame tine, ~uu re .1ll\m” abous 1ry n*’ to
redlcis crror el = in administration, You're_coming in i the othe
hand with_a program {Hat = z6ing to involve incredible admm'stm—
tion: Ja=t recognize that that's a real problens.
~ The last point. et me. axk vou about the hbltér (iil'oi.v ince.
Vouve conched a lot of this in terms of iniprovenents in. overhead
and error el Thi- shclter deduetion, particularly for the North-
enst. i woing to involve d tot of individuals who Hre now receiving
fiad stiamps in e cuction=. Do vou have any idea how many poopl(-
are woing to be impacted by thie proposed reduction in the shelter
dllosentice” . . . ,

M Liaiis [n the Northeist”

Mr: Paserra. Yes

N Leain, We do have that number: yes, sir. o o

Mr. Coxrab, While they are looKing it number up: 1'd 'tke to
idicate thit the light brown on the chart represents the actual
amount of errors which will be eliminated by three features of our

o
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proposals Simpliticd. deductions: simyed. household  definitivi,
and categorical eligibility. There is a need for ¢ven more error re-
duction than shown by the light brown: And working out the de-
tiils of how 1o accompilish this—whether the standard/shelter de-
diicrion should be 210 or some other number-—necds o be Jooked
al in the wisdom of Congress Biit there is a0 nvod 1o bé guided by
this spirit = of crror reduction through prosran: ~splificition —be-
Catse SRS {@re Hol evin soing 1o be ible to get doven to the 7 per-
cent error level they are required to meet next sear—unless we
made some simplifications in the program. Atter that, States will
have to get down to 5 percent errors; s the need for progriam sim-
phficiation will be ovon gretiter S L )
CoSoowhether S1A0 treais ~ollectively the people in the Northeast
versus the Socthenst isa - o <ion we hive to ceotinue to look at
with the appropriatc commis es in Corgress: I we don't get some
refiel in this program: 1 wiint vou to reni

777777 ember that this light
brown is what the States are going to have to pay. back under the
present rules - We need to do something to help them simplify it.
and I know at's a catel 22 because we try to simplify; and we put
Gulnore regulations and - thaat causes o little bump in thé program.
_ Ive discussed these with the National Eligibility Workers Associ-
ation that represents the workers on the front lines, and [ think
they die recognizing that unless additional steps are tuken; there's
no wayv we're going to be able (@ ninige the program under the
current sanction system, Jet alone thé new. : S

My Lren: Sird I hive the answer to your guestion. In (he North-
edsi. 05 percent of the housceholds are. either go‘n or have no
change; aud of the 15 percent thiit would have i loss. the average
02 would be S6.90 a4 month. However; that does include another
compuation on earnings deduction, too. so that number would
Hive to be broken out. ; . o C I

Mr. Pax A1 puess that i- whiat—I don’t think we ought to kid
anyvbudy that people are going to lose bencefits urder that particu-
lar pproach: That's clearly o benefit loss, righ?>

Mr. LeArD. Yes, sir. I am told aiso in the Northeast that they
have o hivher standard otility allowance, too. That somewhait af-
feets these nimbers. o ) : S
My Paxerta. That's a serious problem. The hedrings we had in

Lleveland established that the cost of housii < in these arcas in

shielter is much higher than whuat you find . the Sun Belt :and
other are

Y. and tne o cgequence is that—36. 0 may not seem like
sdot to you or I but its 1 tremendous dniod G to people who are
troae to buy o medl day o dav. and we're just seeing more and
moce of people that second urd third week, w! fing up ot food
she™ -« winding up in foud Service lines. winding up in the Sal* .«
tic. ~rmy kitchens: trving to get some kind of assisti:iice to il b
Lap. S . i
Iim cencerned about thut because; obviously, we are impicting
people at the lowest end of the ladder. I know it’s done in the name
of simplification: but the reality is we ure also cutting benefits to
peuple thit dre jusu reeiving a minimal amount to begin with.
CMr. DonNerLy. Thar!s vou very much: We will keep the record
open for 5 days for additional informaation.

5 /
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Our nest witness i Hon. Ted Weiss; chairman of the Subcemmit-
tee on Intergovernmental Relations and Human Resources of the
Government Operiticns Committee: L

Mr. Weiss: we apologize for keeping you waiting: We thank you

very much for coming here this norning.

STATE 2 4NT OF HON, TED WEISS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN ('ON-
GRIESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK: AND CIHAIRMAN, SUR-
COMMITTEE  ON  INTURGOVERNMENTAL - RELATIONS AND

HUMAN RESOURCES. ACUOMPANIED BY DEIL GOLEDBERG

Mr, Wiiss, Accompanying me this morning is Dr. Del Goldberg,
wiw his been on staff of the Sibeoninittee on hitergovernmental
Reélations and Humun Resources for many yeirs, and has been
there since the-inception of the revenue sharing program. If any of
vour questions reqaire technical and historicadl background, he will
Fe_in o position to respond to those. . ) R
~ Mp. Chairipan; 1 appreciate thix opportinity to testify in support
of continued entitlement authority for the general revenue sharing

As you_ know when the Budget. and Impoundmen: Control Act
wis enacted in 1974 special provision was made for the continu-
ation of general revenue shuring as an . entitlement. Fntitlement
stitus wis conferred on this program in the State and Local Fiscal

Assistance Act of 1972, in recognition of Congress' intent to_provide
stable.and predictable funding which the recipient governments
could include in their budget estimates for future years. . -

This. I submit. is the basic reason for entitlement funding of this
program. With advarice knowledge of the amcunt of their alloca-

tions: the recipient governments can plan for the mec t effective uti-
lization of these funds: In fact; incorporating the  funds in the
normal budget process of State and local governments provides the
best assurance to (ongress that revenue sharing dollars will be
wisely spent. o : L
~ For this reason; 1 believe that it is imperative that we restore the
participation " State governments. in this program to the entitle-

m -t arrangement that prevailed from 1972 to 1980: 4 7 ~uding

o .onue sharing for 3 vedrs in 1680, Congress chan. & - Siate
chiire {roni an entitlement to an authorization. If «. -« ,0.in-

clude State governments in futtre allocation—as I hoyx -t e the
case—I see no rational reason for treating. the States diftereatly
from local governments with respect to entitlements.

1 aim sure you are aware of the radicallv changed circumstances
of Stdate governinenis since the last authorization. I served on the
subcommittee at that timé, too, incidentally: o -

In place of the budg: « ~arpluses which many States ezjoyed sev-

eral vears ago, mnst Srates today are trying desperately to reduce

expenditures, cut their work forces, and increase taxes in order to

avoid budget dericits, which are constitutionally _p'rpbjfb,it;ed,”i,n
almost all States: With respect to taxes, 8 States. raised their indi-

vidual incmme taxes and 13 States raised their sales taxes from the
past 3 vears:. Both_of these major taxes were increased. in five
States. In addition, 27 States raised gasoline or motor vehicle taxes;
16 raised alcoholic beverage taxes, and 11 raised- the cigaretie tax.

5
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Tax eveises of this kind are unpwu-dv M(d i r(ccnt hlstory
'\I(xrwm v they furtocr reduce consumer
help nnlunh el inter ,'I\ the mnitional rcw

It -‘}’”,‘,”»1 voted also in this context that up to tnh pare ol
revession, U atistics indicate that the States really svorked in a
colnterevelival ishion, it fs 1he recedsion worsened, the Statés

undertook actions which tended 1o counter that; instead of increas-
ing tixes) they deereased them. They put pesple on the payroll to
balance out the peop’s who were being Taid oft in the private
sector; (In(i S0 0N

For the first tithe at l¢ast since tho end ol the Second World War
that 1~ not happening now: In fuct: directly the opposite is huppen-
thiz. the Stiites dre Working in the same fashion as the eyele of re-
cesston. so they are exacerbating the problems which existed:
r: 1thu thin vomig iito an effort 6f teving to cure theni, and that i:

‘hy the md“ aze in taxes. and the lavoft of additional workers at
Ihv Stite a2 lovil level is so \l;_[nlfit;iht 77777777

It should |)<, noted that many of our States are in very poor fi-
nanclal condition s the resualt of th-ve recessions in the past
decade, Moreover, eéven our most prosperous States are now leeling
the pinch of nereasing unemployment . and declining  revenues,

Cleartv, the States need and de erve a helping hand from Washing-

H)li
i Coniieciion svith sound n(mmml ll\L(l. ,mllu I bellme 1t would

Le highly desirable 1o provide
thorite in s for u)untmc\dluil assis

ance to State and local govi

~crnments that have been adversely affected by the deep recession

onr Nition iis been experiencing. We ;n‘t* pl(sentl\ developing a
Il in the Schcommittee for this purpose
shortiv: Teowild probably ran about S1: ,hlllxo,n,—thdt. is not.within
vour area of concern, 1 gather, because it will be an authorization,
rather than an entitiement:

There i= 2l another good reason fox Stdtﬁ' as well as local gov-
ertnent entitlem-at ‘mthmn\ for revenuv sharing. In 1976: Con-
grissmended the act to reqguire edch Siiite and local crovernment
to hiold budget heaiing on both the proposed use and the intended
oo of recenae shuaring funds in relation to the t()tul nud;,eL And
thi: was done to encourage citizens to pmticipate in the budyet
provess of their St 1w .md .oml r:m(-mnwmm

Howesor unless

1wl receis ot mld m(.anmgful pubnc nr\aun;:s on the
proge G shd i i ouses of vevenur sharing delhars, as the law
regih

Tow e with oiher nembers of the (m\unnnent Opv ations
Commiteee, I have introduced 11K 1430 to extend revenue shnrmf_{
HR i entiiemenn for an additional 5 vears: Cur bill would res
tive State shire iji‘ ah entitlement Od::la,rklnd it would increase
.'.im aal bl lt IR I perce nt to a foml of %z a5 bxlhon tor both

(h.m,w pmwr duo to mﬂ ition onl\ since its l\\t lthLhOll ition in
I) flut. to ddjust Lhc program to tal\C auuunt oi inﬂation qmc'e

Uerwnt inerease dmountm'r to over 5*2 bllllon. (onm-quently. 1[ the

é /
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original funding level had kept pace with inflation, it would now
hive redached 3142 billion for both State and local governments,
and silmos $9.9 billion for local governments alone, .
By contrust; HER. 1930 proposes a funding level of $7.95 billion
for Stite and local sovernmeints combitied: .

- T urge the task force to support entitlement funding for both the
State and local governments it the reasotiable inflation adjustec
fovels proposeid in FERO 19300 o )

(The prepared statement of Mr. Weiss follows:]

PrerakkDd STATEMENT OF HoN. Ten Weiss

Mro.oo Cnarrman 57 +the subcommitfee; I
chL3 sestify in support of
curbed wiriviefi§ns dathord for  the general revenue

o 4o Anow, whan the Budget and impodndment Control

St oin 1974, special provision was made for the

ge.eral gevenue shiring as an entitlement.
.+ drdtus wig  csnfirrad s thiz nrogram  in the

il Aassicvaiice mgE oSI 1972 in reognition

S=a=eo oand Losal Fuscal Assi o
S langress! =3 provide stable and sredictable

could include in

Gowh
Bloir o 3
This, [ sSubmise, 13 tH& Basic reas.n for entislamaenc
cf <his pr o ogram. iJiti". aé'i',ii'if.'- knecwl

fic=, incarTordsidg@ £A4sé funds in the normal budget process

Co e el asd local do.ernmentss provides the bess Gnstrance
- o Wisas  pecanvde  Sharing dolldzs will b owisely

- riermen. T bolisvae  i=  imperative that e
s Tono 3Eakta  jovernments  in this
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AMr DONNELLY. Ao, Duoctor, it is

a pleasure th has

The first question. Mr. Weiss that 1 will ask _is the one that
niiny Members from the other side of the .u-le have asked me at
cortain times, and have asked other miensers of the administra-
tion. How can veo extend revenue sharing whi-n there is no reve-

nue to share?” With the massive budget deficits thuat we face; we are
Hot in a sitmition where woe have additional revenues to share with
the cities, States, and towns. : , ,
M Wess Well that presupposes_that revenue sharing - de
pendetit on the Federal Government ranning a surplus. And I don't
think that is really the intentiv: cr ihe basic coricept behind reve-
nue sharing. S o
What it s¢eks to do. 1 thinik, is to recognize thin the ’ X resources
are reully most available to the Federal Governme . because of the
provressive income iax, that the States and lo-alities have an
inipiact on the overall national economy in any ev¢nl. And because
their ix bases, Lix resources dre more limited: they are really in

ing assistanc. 1 them

more taxes and impact adversely on the entire iirional economy:
 So. it seetiis to fie whit we are really doing is asking for there to
be v participation to a modest extent in the taxes which the Fede:

il Governmient raises from the Jocal level. It is not surplus, it is not
glits, it is not frills, it is absolutely essential o the need of the
Stutes and loculities: ) L

Mr. DoNNELLY. 1) ©or, could you respond to that question and

the criticism from some quarters today, mavbe with the historical
perspective of Vi experience with the revenue s® ring programs,
abott 1he feasibility of having a revenue sharing progrom when we
have <uch muassive deficits, ind there s vely limited revenuce to
share? . . o -

Di. Gonpsere: Yes: historically: the revenue sharing concept
came about when Walter Heller, as Chairman of the Council of
Economic Advisers: made a personal recommendation that the Fed-
eral Government share some portion of Federal income tax collec-
tion with the States he-ause of the perceived inbalance between
the Service eeds of State and local citizens and the revenues—the
more limited reveniucs to which Mr. Weiss referred—that were
dviicible to Stute ind local governments. S

The idea at that time was that Federal Government would share
something on the orzder of 1.3 or 1.5 percent of individual ircorie
tux ooll wiong, which would provide a growing revenue source out
of which the program would be funded. . .
~ Dr. Peller also had another concern which 1s not relevani today;
e was concerned by what the economists ca!l “fisco! drag,” which

speitding for guns und batter simultaneously. Most economists, in-
cluding Dr. Heller, believed that such a precipitous drop in Federal
expenditures would lead to reductions in production. national
income, employment, and to other adverse consequences. .
frr response to your juestion. I think it is probably reasonable to

Sipizest thit the oriorits of funding for revenue sharing, among all



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

90

competing programs i the Federad budget; ought 1o be viewed in
this context. [t is a competing demand and the Congress should
rate- where the needs of State. and lecal government for a4 depend-
able ane certain_allocation of funds for general purpose expendi-
nures ~tands in competition to defense and all other requirements:

idunt think that it id appropridte or reasonable to view revenue
<harioy as a marginal demand; as the last program on the totem
pole that is to be dropped becaise there is 4 defieit,

In point of fact. as vou well ki.ow: the Federal Government has
had onlv one surplus in 22 or 23 vears. Since this program_came
adon at o tir « when the Federal Government was running a defi-
cit. it dsn't renlly o guestion of whether there are revenues to
‘h‘m Rather: 1t is a guestion of whether or not this is a worth-
vhiile and iniportiant program that nierits funding in competition
with other programs.

Mr. DoxxNEerLy. Doctor, dre vou awire off the top of your hwd of'
what the deficit was in the fiscal year that revenue sharing was
.niupl- ?

Dr. Goroeerc. It undoubtedly was very small, I cannot give you
A dillar figure now. [ could certainly supply it for the record.

Mre Dossenry, We wi'l include it as a percentage of the total
biidget, a percestipge of the gross nationa' -raduct, I think those

comparisons would be valid today. as we ¢ u with that criticisin,

and the question that hds heen .md will be  <ked ubout the reauth-
or lmtmn of the revenue sharing program. o
Di. (1 bieri. I would be pleased to sup . that.

Mr. 1J »\\ LY. Mr. Panetta. .
Ni. {. ank you, Mr, Chairt
H [ u)uld ask—the figures are inte = in terms of the States
raising the taxes, Of the 50 States, h 'many have raised some
form nf taxes: be it income; sales. gas; o~ what have yvou? Do you
hiivie il nuniber?

Mr. Wk:l.{s’. We have. The National Conlerence of State Leylsla-
tures submitted i imemor: indum to us. which we will submit for the
iécdi‘d \\}nch out]ihéé Stdte b) S ".-é 'wh'at habpéhéd, over 30

nd ln( n!m(-s hJ\e been cut by 12.7 pe cent arr.\mntmg to reduc-
rmns of 31341 bilton. So that alréady more has been cut cut of the
HEHIE progriams than could possibly be mutched by anything that
we do in revenue sharing,

Mr. Panerra: 1 just think it is very interesting what is happen-
ing. that as we have reduced efforts at this level, we have simply
just transferred the burdon wo hd\C’Sl" fted mstead of getting the

funds at this

who don't really h')e the difference between Federal taxes and
State taxes still ure paying heavier taxes at the iscal level, and
they are still carrying that burden under the guise of what is in-
tended to be an overall tax cut. You know, it has just created that

9,
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to carry that surden,
Wews o " vou come from Californiu. and 1 know that you

Ar: Paserea. dn fact; a few T O U's did go out because they were
facing about a $1 biilion plus, deficit aind instead of dealing with
thiit problem—t1 think ultimately they will have to face the issue of
raising additionadl revenies—he decided to simply just shift the
deficit into the next year; following our example. ~vhich is an inter-

But in any event; it is a situatiouw T tn, - we had better under-
stand, that we are not unid-r the guire of providing relief, we are;
instead: it you ask the avers- citize o (% burden is still there and
that relief has not been | L - - : -

CAIr Wess. That is rig: . se other thing; of course, though is
that 1 think that ihe impact on the localities when you foice them
to ruise the taxes: it is much more immediate and probably much
more painful—it i§ not spread out. there is nothing progressive
about it: Not all of the States have the income taxes at the locality
level and it ultimately ends up being-a property tax.increase
which; again; [ think has a devastating effect on the capacity of the
comimunities to remain viable. , ,
_ Mr: Panktra. Well, we are facing a whole rew phenomenon, I
don’': know if it is happening in other States; but in California; in
educational school districts they are establishing foundations, in
order to try to raise mcney to facilitate additional funds for the

‘education. So; “hey are establishing nonprofit foundations for t: : *

piirpose, i nonprofit fotindation in Bew rly Hills works very well;
they are not going to have any probiem having a foundation and
Supporting tlieir school system. Buat s foundation in Watts: or a
foundation in a low-income area is going to be much more difficult
to be established. - - . S

So, we are creating, again, inesilities that are going to, by the
vory miture of what is huppening we are building inequities in the
process. Thank you. :
' Mr. DosseLLy: Mr. Weiss the fegislation from your subcommit-
tee is poing to propose $7.95 biilion for States and localities. How is
thiit split? S L N
© Mr. Weiss. It is $4.6 billion for localities currently. it was $2.3
billion for the Stzste until 1980 or through 1981, For ali practical
nurposes, that was terminated. "Ye are keeping those two base fig-
ures and then providing a 16-percent increase to cover thc infla-
tionary factor since the last reauthorization: ,

Mr. DonNECLY: And it would be a 5-year authori.

Mr. Wriss. A 5-year entitlement, yes, sir,

9&)
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Mr. DoNNELLY. Are you aware of the administration’s proposal to

combine community development block grants.and revenue sharing
programs? Would you.like to comment on that? . .
_Mr. Wgiss. Well, I have not yet heard——and there may be some
people who are supporting it in the Congress—I have not heard
any support for it. I know that there seems to be none in our com-
mittee for it; and I sense that in the Banking, Finance and Urban
Affairs Committee, which is the other committee that would deal
with the combination merging of community development block .
}f;{r'zm’t programs and reveiiue sharing, there seems to be no support
or it. o .

I think that it. would be a.mistake and what they are talking
about really, again, is typically putting the amounts together and
then cutting them: And then ultimately phasing out the communi-

peoplée—have opposed that concept. , . .

Mr. DonNEeLLy. Doctor, in response to one of miy questions you
stated that in historical perspective revenue sharing was intended
to provide the States and localities with between 1.3 and 1.5 per-
cent of the Federal revenue base. o

Dr. GorperG: Individual income tax collections.
7 I\:I)r DoNNELLY. Incoine tax, not total revenue base, but income
tax? . . - I
-Dr. GoLnBerG. Which is the largest segment, of course, of Feder-
al revenues. ) o L . S
- Mr."DonnNEeLLy. I would appreciate it if we could work with the
doctor on this whole question. I think the historic perspective is
necessary for those Members. of this institution who weren’t here
during those times. Much of the criticism that I have heard on the
Budget Committee about revenue sharing comes from individuals
who have come to Congress with little historical perspective about
the programs. They need tq have that question answered, that very
simplistic question, in my opinion, about why have revenue sharing
when there is no. revenue to share. I think the doctor can provide
this task force with a tremendous resouitce, if he would be available
over the course of time to do that. ) i o

Mr. Weiss. We would be pleased to have him made available as
you would like. :

I should also—— .. = . : . -
- Mr. DonnNEeLLy. Does he always offer your services so easily,
Daoctor? . ) i ) S

Dr. GoLpserc. We haven'’t beeri working together that long.
__Mr. WEiss. He has been a great help to me, so I am sure he will
be to you: : o - - - L
__The one other thing that I wanted to note is that the people in
the other body, in the Senate; are also considering increasing the
revenue sharing of programs, that is restoring the State portion

something like a. $14. billion program and we ‘are really quite
modest by comparison in our proposal. :

9;
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_ Mr: DonNNELLY: I see that one of your compatriots from the great
State of New York has joined the hearing, Ms. Ferraro. .. -

Ms. FrrRaro. And the great city of New York as well. I am
sorry; Mr. Chairman, Mr. Weiss and I have been. in touch on this
particular issue; and I anticipate that I will be able to speak to it
when the Budget Committée meets, as we discuss that particular
function. - - o

Mr. DoNNELLy. We would be grateful to you for that.
~ Ms. FeErRARG. I will certainly go over your testimony; and 1 ap-
preciate you coming here. )

Mr WESS. Thank you very much. - T -
_ Mr. DoNnNELLy. Thank you very much. We apologize for the wait.
Thank you, Doctor. -~ - -

_ Our next witnesses will be a panel, Robert Greenstein,; from the
Center on Budget and Policy Priorities; Ed Weaver, American
Public Welfare Association; and Nancy Amidei; Food Research and
Action Center, L -
~ Without objection; we will insert your prepared remarks in the
record.

STATEMENYT OF ROBERT GREENSTEIN; DIRECTOR; €CENTER ON
- BUDGET AND POLICY PRIORITIES
Mr. GreeNsTEIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. . =
- I am Bob Greenstein;, director of the Center on Budget and Policy
Priorities, Which conducts analyses and research on a number of

budget issues, but particularlv means-tested entitlements, and
other entitlements. Formerly 1 was the Administrator under the
Carter adminjstration of the Food and Nutrition Service, which op-
erates food assistance programs. :

I would like to start by responding to some of the testimony we ‘

heard fromi_the Department of Agriculture this morning. The prip- -~

cipal theme that the Department espoused, not a new theme, is
that their proposals really wouldin't hurt people in nieed, that they
would mainly save funds by reducing errors. - T '
They had some rather startling figures as to the very high per-
centages—at one point they said 80 percent of their savings were
from reduced errors and increased Sanctions. -
" Mr. Chairman, this is flatly wrong, the Congressional Budget
Office has said it is wrong. The Congressional Research Service has
said it is wrong. We have analyzed it and found it is wrong. ,
1 urge you very closely to look at the work of the Congressional
Budget Office on this, I know they are still working on it. I expect
that they will find that error reduction counts for no more than 5
or 10 percent of those savings: That is not the administration’s pro-
posal todo. . . _ _ o ___ . :
The proposal to charnge the earnings deduction cuts benefits for

almost all working families; it simplifies nothing, it™s more com-
plex than the current system: The current system you just multiply
18 percent times earned income.
~ Under this proposal, you would actually have to determine and
verify the number of hcurs of work, to know how to prorate the
deducticn they are proposing.

TR : g-
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- In the shelter arca they have claimed since the budget came out. -
that there were very little benefit reductions, such as what they
told you about in New England; and so forth; and that it mainly
was error reduction. , : Lo

~This is based on an analysis that is so shot through with flaws
that I couldn’t go through all of it this morning, but I will be

happy to submit an analysis we have done of the rather extraordi-

nary errors-involved; suffice it to say, it.is probably the worst piece
of analysis I -have seen in 10 ye¢ars of following the food stamp pro-
grani: . : . . L ]
I urge you, instead, to rely on the work of the Congressional
Budget Office. The Congressional Budget Office has reported to the
Biidiget Conimittees tHat very little of the reduction due to the shel-
ter proposal is due to error changes. = . L .

It is true that there are a number of food stamp areas that are in

small in dollars:.You don't make big errors on rent: In fact; if you
don’t report a change in rent, usually your benefits are too low,
rents go ap,; not down over time. : o -

~ Most of these errors come from fluctuations in utilities, they are
not large in terms of dollars. The Department ignored the differ-
érice between the riumber of cases in error and the number of dol-

lars in errors; and the fact that shelter areas don’t cause much
loss. And the Congressior-al Budget Office picked that up:

When we look at the data from the Department’s own services,
we find that about 2 million households would each lose about $250
a year due to the shelter deduction alone, one-quarter to one-half

million elderly would lose even more: In New England, the num-
bers they read you this morning 1 believe were all incorrect, based
on. this incorrect znalysis; CBO can do a regional analysis for you.
1 suspect whadt it will find, from my looking.at the data, is that
you.will find that about 40 percent, or close thereto of the house-
holds in New England will each lose about $150 a month in bene-
fits under that shelter proposal. .

If the shelter. proposal that the administration 1s proposing .is
adopted, you will find a relatively small change in errors, a rela-
tively large—€BO.says several hundred million—reduction in bene-
fits. And if you did that and went back to Cleveland, you would
hear far. more grief, than you heard the last week; or_the week
before. It you went back to your district in Massachusetts; I think
the pain would be even more excruciating. =~

This. is a continuation of the kinds of things we have heard as
part of the public relations for the last 2 years. The administration

consistently says. their food stamp cuts of the last 2 years haven’t

error and fraud.

_The committee did adopt a provision for over the income limit,
that amoturited, according to CBO; for a grand total of 5 percent of
the food stamp cuts over the last 2 years. There were some minor
error and-fraud provisions: that might be anather % or 10 percent.
_ At our Center we have gone through all of the cuts over the last
2 years and what we have come up with is that somewhere in the
vicinity of 75 percent of the reductions have been made by reduc-

9
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}ng ]beneﬁts for households with gross incomes below the poverty
evel. . S o
" The new proposals would do more of the same. The proposal.for
delaying the cost-of-living adjustment with no real justification,
since food stamps are adjusted by food custs, not by the CPI,
haven’t been. overindexed, they are actually underindexed after
last year's cuts in the food plan, which simply lowers the food pur-
chasing power of all households, including the poorest. T
" One little side point there, when the Department likes to tell you
that their new proposals don't cut much in benefits, they largely

leave out the COLA bécause it only saves 532 million in 1984; it -

cuts benefits $300 to $4P0 million in subsequent years. They don’t

include the $300 to $400 million when they tell you that there
aren't major benefit reductions. - - - ; -
_When.you come back, as you did a few minutes ago, and say,
“Well, then it doesn’t get you anything;” tren all of a sudden they
tell you that there are big reductions in the outyears.

For the working poor, from the deduction change*in‘tﬁét‘ia‘"r’égjéf

household with earnings equal to the poverty l'ne would lose $230
a year in stamps. A househoid working 40 hours at the minimum
wage; below the poverty line, all such heo.sehiolds would lose over
$100 a year in stamps: o o L
"In the workfare area, which 1 gather had some discussion earlier
this morning; again, I would urge a close examination of the work
0. the Congressional Budget Office. The. Congressional. Budget
Office in its February report to the Senate Appropriations Commit-
tee states that there is no evidence that the workfare 1s cost effec-

tive. CBO states; “There is no firm evidence yet available on

whether savings exceed costs for wcrkfare and for many types of

jobs; .rngrams initiated in the 1970’s were often not cost efective.”
" .CBO also reported in that study that the mandatory. food stamp
workfare proposal in_the administration budget would increase
State administrative costs by approximately $100 million a year,
thereby canceling out any savings in Federal costs when you look
at the total impact on the taxpayer at all levels of government. .. -
 Finally, the error rate sanction proposal. Mr. Panetta_talked
about this with tlic Department a few minutes ago. The single most
important thing to understand about that proposal is that not only
CBO, but even the Department’s own cstimates show.that they
expect very little; if any, addition error reduction_would be induced
by that proposal. The reason for that is quite simple; the commit-

" tees last year adopted a proposal; originally offered.by Senator

Dole, which was a pretty-tough error rate reduction proposal. _ ___
Under that proposal, States are already under the gun to take
action to redice errors.. - .. _. -
Mr. DonnELLY. That is the 97.5?
Mr. GreensTEIN: That is correct. . S
The new proposal will not, according to CBO, or to the Depart-

" ment’s own analysts, produce any significant great further effort in
. error reduction, it does save a lot of money but that savings 1s vir-

tually all from cost shifting to the States. ~ -
‘Somehow the administration presents this cost shift as if it

doesn’t hurt anybody. It does. It is going to come out of more med-

icaid cuts, it is going to come out of AFDC cuts and other service
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cints, because the States are going to have to get the money from
somewhere

In the AFDC area I would just like to make.a few quick - pomts
about where we are at this point. After the administration’s cuts
on workmg welfare mothers in 1981; accordmg to HHS’s .own fig-
ures provided to the Congress last year, AFQQfmofthefrs,)yx;hfthree
children;. who earn $5,000_a year; or less than 55 percent of the
poverty level, lose all AFDC benefits after the fourth month at
work in 36 States. In 13 States an. AFDC mother with three chil-
d}:en who edrns $3,000 4 year now loses beretits after 4 months on
the job.

HHS also reports that AFDC benefits in real terms have declined
3() percent between 1969 and 1981; even before the Reagan cuts
took effect:. .

Two final points. Ng 1,
two studies on the combmed impact of the budget—of the tax and
budget cuts to date in the first 2 years by income class. What they
show 1s strll\mg I think it puts all discussions of. entitlements
changes in domie perspective. They show that for 1983, 1984, and
1985 combined; families with incomes below $10,000 a year will lose
$17 billion; and the 1 percent wealthiest in the country with in-
comes over $80,000 a year, will gain $55.6 billion.

My last point regurds a recommendation for an entitlement [
strongly urge you to cut. I am not here today just to urge a lack of
cuts; or restoration that I would urge in the nutrition programs,
that Nancy Amidei will talk about, but to also look for areas that

are opnortumtles for cuts

(,ongesslonal Budget Otf'ce last year d1d

it is 10() percent taxpayer funded The ‘median benefits are almost
three times larger than private pensions: There is no actoarial re-
duction for early retirement. The orogram costs twice dS much as
AFDC and well above food stamps ‘In some of the most striking fig-
ures, 83 percent of all benefits in the military retirement system go

to pcople m the wealthlest two-fifths of the popul(.tlon 60 pefcent

mllltary retirement benefits going to the top f'fth of the populatmn
is twice as large as the total amount of food stamps going to the
bottom fifth of the populatlon greater, also, than the total amount
of AFDC and SSI, going to the bottom fifth of the population.
. In the mllltary retirement system our future debt as citizens in
thls country, the unfunded liability in the system, has grown a cool
Certamly, it seems to me that this program which also is coun-
terproductlve for the military in terms_of keeping people who build
up training in the system; rather than pushing them out early,
that this system is a candidate for significant cuts. But that in pro-
grams like food stamps and AFDC, not only should we not be
—making-further-cuts, :‘we should be repairing some of the rents we

made in the safety net over the last 2 years. Thank you.
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Mr. DoNNELLY. Thank you very much, Mr. Greenstein. :

This task force is looking very closely at the military retirement
system. You were singing a lot of the song that I have been singing
for the lust few months, and which we will try to be articulating
during the course of the next 2 weeks as we markup the budget
resolution: How successful I will be;, 1 don't know, but there is an
excellent case to be made. - - .
_ Mr. GREENSTEIN. We are preparing a report over the next few
days on niilitary retirement. We would be happy.to provide it to
you; and provide any assistance we could; we would be eager to.
" Mr. DoNnNELLY. | would appreciate that as quickly as possible be-
cause we are on an amazingly fast track. .
" Nancy—if [ inay, Nancy? Without objection; we will insert your
prepured remarks in the record.’

AND ACTION CENTER

Ms. AmibiL [ understand that you heard from many. witnesses
over the lust several weeks, to the effect that you should not cut
means-tested social programs for poor people any. further: So; T am
iot going-to belabor that point, e
" Like, Mr. Greenstein, I would like to pick up on what you have
heard from the administration’s witnesses this morning, and make
what I hope is going to be a simple case, that it 1s not just a matter
of riot cutting, but we are going to have to put additional funds in
over current services for some of these programs:. . )

{ have to teil you though thnt I was sitting and listening, dard
reading through the prepared statements. of the administration’s
witnesses, I had the eerie feeling that I had just stepped into
“Cloud Cookoo Land.” : o .
These wonderful statements are marvelous. Let me assure you,
the administration says, that in making substantial progress
toward these goals, the social safety net remains intact: Our pro-
grams for change have been carefully targeted at families that

have other means of support. Marvelous.

I have no idea wha they are talking about. They are not talking
about poor families. They are not talking about any of the people 1
hHave seen as 1 have moved around the country. . . =~ =
" They apparently don’t even talk to-anybody who tatks to poor
famiiies: or who live in poor neighborhoods, or spends anytimg or
aven drives through poor neighborhoods: If there ever was a social
safety net back in 1981, I think the only thing that is left of it is’
the 5-poind blocks of cheese: - S o
Let me pick up on a few specific points. The pecple from HHS
assure you that what they are trying to do is take care of this prob-
lem of dependency that they say is created by AFDC and the exist-
ence of the welfare systen L
I think you have to turn that around a little bit. Dependency on
welfare for many low.income women with small ¢hildren is créeated
by the fact that people who earn low wages cannot get anv health
insurance at a price they can afford. e
A woman comes and cleans your house for 1 day a week; in your
house for another day a week; and my house for another day a
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es she would earn ciedmng your houses and mme she can’t
afford private health insurance.

Women in those conditions; if they are responsible for small chil-
dren. will hungz onto a little bit of marginal attachment of the wel-
fare system; not because welfare has created a sense of dependency
in their minds, but because it is the only ‘way they can be assured
if the chnldren get slck they can sec a doctor

chlldxen those. employable and workmg women on welfare would
quickly move off. They readily say that.
W hen th( D( pmtmcnt s oﬂlcmls come up and tell you that they

questlon—they say I bet the chlldren haven’ tgotten 51ck yet.
As tho chlldren get 51ck those women ,w1ll glve up thexr low-

pendemy The lack of accesmble low ! cost health coverage does

create dependence on welfare. The admlmstratlon does nothing
abotut that.

Moving on to the Depdrtment of Agrlculture, whlch has assured
us, also, that rione of their programs i$ hirting anybody, and none
of their proposals will hurt anybody, 1 want to pick up on just a
coiple of the things they mentioned.. | '

. They mentioned, for example; as the Pre51dent has. mentloned as
avxd Stockman has mentloned as many people in the administra-

meals a day. It sounds marvelour iThere can't po<91bly be any
hungry people; if we are subsidizing that many meals.

~ You have to call over to the OMB and to the Food Nutrition
Service, and the Department of Agriculture to find out what they

count in those 95 million meals. .
Do vou know that they count the roughly lU,cents per” meal that

goes to the people who get the minimam beneﬁt on soc1ai security?
That counts as one meal /

They tuke all of the 22 million’ people on food stamps; times 3,
and that is automatically 66 million meals, that includes the elder-

ly people;, who get roughly 10 cents a meal; it includes the people -

who get roughly 30 cents a meal; the average 45 cents a meal, and
the absolute maximum of 76 cenfs = meal.

I don't care if you lived in aisle A-22 of the Safeway, you
couldn’t get a meal out of 10 cents these days, not without stealing;
it just isn’t possible.

. That is. what they count. If thPy are surprised that people remain
hiingry, despite the fact thzt they are subsidizinig 95 million meals
a day, at the tune of 10, 20, 30; or 40 cents, then they haven't been
shopping for food lately. Somebody must be subsidizing their meals,
because that is the only way *hey could possibly be surprised.

lejq'/
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They huve mentioned all of the numbers of all of the kids getting
child nutrition benefits. They mentior, for example, that 1.4 inil-
lion children; low-income children got summer lunches this last
summer. Thev didn't point out. to vou that during the school year
there are about 12 million children who get free;, or reduced priced
lunchies, which suggests to me that there must be another roughly
10 million kids who should be getting lunch in tné summertime,
and are not. Some children are not eating, who should be eating. -
That is a serious problem they don’t address.

They talk about the fact that their policies are based in child nu-
trition. at least, dre biased on a cornerstone of WIC and -the school
lunch program: It is a very peculiar set of builders who hack away
at their oywn cornerstone. S C : e
_ Their policies in 1981 led directly to the fact that there are now

3.2 niillion fewer children getting meals at schoo!, 2,700 schools are
no longer in the program—that is some cornerstone. That corner-
stoiie that iilso includes WICG; should we look into it a little more
closelv, docs not reach a lot of people. WIC now serves about one-
fourth ol those who are eligible. = ) . . B

“And right now across the country States are having to cut people
oft the program—Illinois is cutting 7,500 off; Maryland is cutting
10,000 oft: New Jersey. 8,000; Pennsylvania,. 14,000 women and chil-
dren being cut off the program; Ohio, 12,000—some cornerstone. 1
wolldn't wiint to hdve my house resting on that cornerstone right
now. L o

They :lso talk about the fact that a_6-month freeze on reimburse-
ment rates in child nutrition isn’t going to affect anybody because
it is not going to lower the rates of reimbursement. o

I think Congress understood last vear, when it was discussing the
piuy riaise, that a freeze is a cut, if prices go up. Members of Con-
sress made that own argtiment—that argument about their own
sal t

aries; they said, “Our salaries don't go up to meet risin;, prices,
then effectivelv, we have been cut;” right? : T

If schools don't get rising rate reimbursement as school ages rise,
effectively that is a cut. Now, that works a special hardship on the .
poorer schools, because those schools depend more heavily on the
Feder:al subsidies: For the poorer schools, where they are serving
mavhe Y0 percent free and reduced priced lunches, they depend
very heavily on thaose subsidies. And even a H-percent_increase in
food prices will cost them ( cents a meal, if that freeze goes into
effect. :

Ms. FerrARG. Ms: Amidei, let mie interrupt you for a minute.

How do they respond to that? Do they cut kids out of the pro-
gram? Do thev change the food that they serve; or do they seek
subsidies somewhere else? - . o .

Ms. Amipel . These days they can’t seek subsidies from many
other Sources. ] was just over with the American School Foed Serv-

ices Association. and their members aré féeling the crunch very di-
rectly because Stutes that osed to put some State money in, and
localities that used to put some local money into the school lunch
and breakfast programs, simply can't anymore—they are too badly
squeezed. - e
So: getting it from other sources is not a good _possibility for them
these days. Certainly, in low-income neighborhonds, where you are

-
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serving 90 percent of the poor kids; you can't go to those childrens’
parents and ask them to pay money, because they don't have it to
pay.
They find a variety of small ways to nlckel and dime around but
the ch01ce for. them in the year ahead is going to be whether or not

They tell me that thelr margin now, their operating margin, is so

tight. that they have to make serious decisions about whethen or

vlously a base cost. They can’t cut back too much on the,fqudﬁbe-

cause they have to meet certain reasonable standards; but that is
one place they try to save-some money. ’
Ms. FErrARrO, They don’t count catsup as a vegetable,; I presume?
Ms. AMIDEL Thank goodness, no; not this yedar anyway.
. There is very little that they can do these days to get major
-kinds of savmgs, and CErtalnly over_the short haul with little warn--

ing, they can’t get major savings. You can’t suddenly decide in the

middle of the school year that you are going to change your salary

scales or your equipment lévels, or your operating costs. It just
isn’t posqxble .

They would be very hard pressed and I Suspect we would lose
more schools and more kids fromn the program including poor kids:

I doni’t want to get too involved though in specifics about thirngs
the administration said; in part because I want to turn your atten-
tion just for a few minutes to something that I brought one copy of;
and I would appreciate having it _entered inte the record. It is just
a sampling of the press clips that have come io our office from all

over the country.
You will see; if you just even leaf through them; stories that
these headlines and these stories tell. Anybody who questions

whether or not hunger is a_problem again in the United States of

Amerlca in the 19805 needs look no farther than their own com-

Lot me _]ust read a ccuple of theseheadhnes “lemg on_ One
Meal a Day, or Nothing,” that is from Phlladelphla, ‘Needy Brave

Cold and I:ong Eines for Free Gheese, that was from Cleveland:

periencing . Longer. Lmes for Food,” from Baltimore. “U.S. Hungry
Queuing Up, 1930’s Style” from the Boston ‘Globe, which had ac-

counts from all gver the country.

From the Dallas Times, “Stemming Hu”n’gers _Tide, -Growing
Ranké of Dallaé Poor Déiﬁéndent on Free Lunch.” From the Arizo-
na . Danl{y Star; in Tucson; Ariz; “Ranks of Hungry Swelling, But
Aid Isn’t.” From the Mountain Times serving Blowing Rock, Boom
Banner Elk Lynvnile, and Newland, N:€; “Hunger in. Watauga

Natlon rellglous leaders saymg, We cannot fill the gap.’ People
all over the country reporting 500; 500, 800 percent increase in the

need for emergency food assistance. You will fird people reporting

the. fact that children are turning up in hospitals in convulslons
with cases of what the doctors call “water intoxication,” because

1y
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couldn't afford to put milk in the baby's bottles, and so they gave
thent sugar. water instead. o S o
Those babics are turning up in hospitals. Linda McMahon tells
you thut the safety net is intact and nobody with other sources of—
without other sourees of support is being hurt. .
When we wers working on our report on infant mortality just
about a month ago. I talked to hospital after hospital, health per-

sonnel all over the country who told me, “One thing somebody

through their pregnancy, nobody. S - S
In the UELA Medical Center; 1 understand it is up about double
over last year. Just liast week | talked to somebody from Philadel-
phia hospitals where it is up 3% percent. In hospital after hospital,
they tell mé these womeén have absolutely no uecess to any prena-
tal cure. whatever: - o : )
1 don't know what a safety net would look like, but it certainly
isn’t in place right now. - : L
These urticles, article after article, no work, no money, no food—
a Hl-year-old man says, *‘I lose all of my manhood to do this” as he
walks away with donated groceries. ] S
_ People reporting suicides up, children who are having behavioral
problems; children being arrested for stealing food. A growing juve-
nile delinquency problem in this country. - =
_ “Hunger in America’ from the Raleigh News & Observer; “De-
fense Depends on Health” from the Philadelphia Inquirer; “Pover-
ty Gap Becomes Sinful” from the Waukeegan, Ill. paper. Over and
over; in place after place, and these stories are being written now,
at current service levels: . . . o S
_ If Congress says that the best it can do is current service levels
for the food assistance programs, it is insuring that we will see
thousands more of these articles; unions setting up bread liries, un-

gers. United States again battles problem . of hunger, churches
trying to respond to the challenge—over and over; from city after
city, North, Souith, East, and West, large, small, it doesn’'t make
any difference. . . . _ . ] ) )

What we need in the food assistance area is not current services

protected, I would like to see us get all benefit cuts restored. But 1

know that is not realistic. At a minimum we need about 32 to $2.3

billion, about $1.4 billion of that to food stamps and another $500

or. 3700 million into child nutrition programs, at a minimum.
[Testimony resumes on p. 127.}

[The prepared statement of Ms. Amiaéi, with attachments, fol-

lows:]
: /\\ /—\ 1uy
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inistration proposals to cut about \I'I bi
s. the National Anti-Hunger Coalition und FRAC are
i by fighting for an uddition of 32 billion. to the. budget
stamp, chi id natrition, WIC tWomL,
_elderly-feeding progr re urged to join the “Cam-
s Meot The Growing Nee Lo
mddt‘ in the food progrim
i fijpire considered to be Iy 1
ral-budget deficits. Rither than full restoration, FRAC
provide enoiigh udditiviial funding. to mi ke meaningful
nd hcnvht levels to help tho poorest families; the newly em-

or l,luud a
taking the off
o1 those prog
t' C

~
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ling for provision of comm
,ml simply cannot. perlor
prv.ld hunger to. Am
ot %1 4. blllum, u
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ile h
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les. About
ryv household by 10
supplement would be
imp rolls.
U gilion woiild hv,udd 1 programs to lower ehgiblllty
for free aid reduced price. school mé‘llg eliminate the 20 cent cut in-the
idy for-reduced price. 1 » reimbursement rates for the Child
¢ Food Programs. wlic: fuiiding for fiscal yea raised to %1.256 bil-
lion. or S0 miljjon above.the current authorization ceiling. This would extend WIC
benefits to af agditional 200,000 pregnant wonien. infants and small children above
the current Ciseload of 235 million persons.

the single larg st

hat amount wotld :upplemcnt the benefi
h ilies pet liger benefit

t lelllll“’ on the fi
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POING-e-POINT ;XN;\'i:?sns: CaMPAIGN To Make Foon ProcrAMS MEET THE GROWING
NEED

PART A

[null Oies T FRAC'S Fosd stamp tunding placera 10 percent increase in mioiithly

! : for this Nllp[)]cn](;]t is _the faet that many food stamp recipients and
their ¢ showing ap_In_soup kitcheng and emerpency. food centers because
their beielits rap out Jong before the end of the month, often diiring the third week
of the. mionth, The 10 pcr(_cnt supplomont mlRos some effort to stretch benefits
beyoiid. that third w
]oml Tiwo: In the

P iii. T

: permanent resto ation of thv 1 por(_ent cut_in the
ite ior fiscal yed 1984 is 8170 million. A_family of
pe The content_of the Thrifty Food
wdequate to b(ﬂm with. Mnisilies find they_mu * stretch tholr
collpons by ing l‘lrg_,o amoeun and bulk items_and nol
meat,_ fruit_ang (rt-sh voprerables. Restor ilon of the 1 _pe
keep the present plan Lurrcl)t with food mﬂdtmn—whuh
\'(‘drb o

Point Three: A permanent 1m FoHse if. the ullo“
stamp appli The -clirrent. ceiling. of
roufe out some nmigth
u)m )\v “nh lh(- Pl car cor P(m(’ﬂt s a n\atl(—’
¢ glief to the newly unempl

s not happened in two

le \,ﬁlue of the vehicle of : food
7 in an attempt to
hould be raised to .

11
hile cmployLd
is.6if the CPL level
im to 37 7()() ) $50 to fiili)() ihilli “The carrent situ-
i hnrdshlp on the gnemployed who must sell their cars ttaking a loss_if they
_find a.buyor) and ropurchdse other-less dependable vehicles within the li
Potnt Four: Separa ts on the thld Cer‘ and shelter deduaction.so_that
lies with expe 1 hoth C antage of each deduc 1
the carrent 3115 limit for cach to comply wnh dl yoar 1983 CPL increase:
Lui,Je fates are gxcluded) for the October 1983 iipdate: THe costs estimate is $:35-
million.
Point jqke monthly’ Reportmu/Retrospectm;, Budgeting optional. States
that have already begun their systems miay. retain them, and states_committed to
MRRB can implement their Systems. Bat strtes that fear thc administrative and
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cost conimitiient to MRRB cin. conitinge to operite their current systems. MRRB
Wiy niade muandatory when little information wis availiable showing its fec-
""" thly reporting data from Colorado. has been discr
dnd. diitii from other stites now doing monthly reporting for AFDC (Aid to Fa;
With Dependent Children) shows greater costs_than savings.
iijr iichieves sorie siavings simply by looking at past (a
Stufices to determine benefits. Current nee ould
nation: It i rtiifit 1o note the states
rate stindird of H percent by fiscal year > M ry sanctions.
Point Six: The rejection of mandatory work Vorkfare data indicates that the
svsten ; fiot sives, moriey. The unemployed of this country want real jobs, not

deadend “miake work” without health and other benefits. R

fit determi-
t new error

PART B

__Pint One: Restire. free meil eligibility for child_nutrition p
WIC) plus o standard deduction .to. 125 percent of the poverty_line.
130 percerit dard deduction, This change contributed to the loss of
744000 low-income children fromi the lunch_program_during_the 1981-1982 school
vuiar: Siiicé low-ificonie children depend on school lunch_for one-third !
the niitritior 3 ive each day, there_ is n great need to get these
itito the latieh program. Also. with increasing unemployment, the n
Projriam. Frows: R
Point T Restore reduced price meal eligibility for child nutrition programs (ex-
cladiiig WIC) th 195 percent of the poverty level plus a standard deduction, and de-
treiise the chiirge to the student to 20 cents. The current eligibility level is 185 per-’
cent with nio standard deduction: and |
tribated to the loss of 325,000 needy chi L
16:6 pereerit drop.in reduced price participation,.
thiit miszny more children would receive nourishing lunches and many more schools
coald keep their programs afloat financially. As with the free lunches, the number
of children eligible and in need of reduced price lunches is growing. =
Point Three:-Restore, the_full_number of meals and restore the tiering system of
reimbursement to_the Child Care Food Program. In the past child care centers and
family day care homes could serve three meals and two snacks if preschoolers were
" in their carc all duy. Currently they may serve orly two meals and one snack. Cen-
ters and homes throughout the country report that children in centers and homes
whose parents must work long hours go hungry for lack of enough funds to pay for

the meals they need. Centers and homes have been financially hurt by this cut, and
the_costs of day care have increased. = - - R
~ Point_Four: Raise funding for WIC to $1,258 billion. An estimated § million per-
sons qualify for WIC and the present economy is increasing this number. WIC ¢lin-
ics around the country report increasing numbers of applicants and growing waiting
lists. WIC food and WIC nutrition education can result in decreasinig the chances of
low birth weight infant mortality, anemia, or retarded growth:

- PARTC
Reject all_ program cuts_proposed by the Administration or other public offices:
Further cuts would be irresponsible and punitive. )
{From the Baltimore (Md.) Sun, Nov. 8, 1981]

CoMMUNITY CENTERS AND CHURCHES EXPERIENCING LONCGER LINES FOR FoOD

(By Eileen Canzian) :

 The bread line at St. James and St. John’s Roman Catholic Church is lofiger than .
it's ever bee - : o
" The free-lunch program at the Franciscan Center can no longer give seconds for
fear that the food will run out before everyone-has eaten.. . o
" And at the Absalom Jones Center in Forest Park; the directors are thinking about
holding fund-raisers so they can keep up with the demand for groceries from their
emergency food pantry. - . R
Many Baltimore chiirch and community cente;s are being deluged with requests
for food from people. who, i dramatically increasing numbers, no longer have
enough money to buy their owii: :
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ing the last week of Octo-
[ in their history—an increase reflecting.
welfare and fo mp cutbacks that took effect October

Biit demand_at other p

. A rumber of
b'e'rw;rljzm,thcy h

in part, the.

rograms-hus beer ap for se ral months. The people who
Uil them say there are several other fietors contributing to the increase, inclading
continuing unemployment, the stripgle of the elderly 1o ive on {ixed incomes and
i reasing difficulty even working £ v g with rising food costs.
I'm finding more and more blue-collar people ¢ . snid -Brother Tom Ro-
chincewicz; _C.SS.R.. who has. been distributing_ grog t St. Michael’'s Roman
Catholic Church in upper Fells Point for more than seven years, - - B
; w kinds of faces, “Brother Tom;' as he's known at the parish; says

to see his traditional clients. a group that includes the elderly as

~ The n: rious food programs depends in part
on thei hens, where meals are served, tend
" 1o oper: a wi ~The absence of a formal applica-

tion _pro as well as the avai A food, makes them more likely to

attract people who have no home but the street. - T o

Rut Sister Josanna Abromaitis, S:8.N.D.. who. runs the Our- Daily Bread lunch-
room nt 17 West Franklin Street, noted the format also appeals to elderly persons
who live in single rooms without kithcens—and who may be too proud to ask for
help elsewhere. - - o - - S
" OT'lbe glad to talk-to you, bat don't use my name—a lot of people don't know I
come here," a neatly dressed, griay-haired man told a visitor a@t Our Daily Bread last

ine at 8t. Michael's also operates without paperws
DrOg 1 two- or three-day supp'y of groceries is dis
sipients to take home don’t handle “walk-ins. - People secking their servic
usually must be referred to the program by the Baltimore Department of Social
Services or their church: L
"~ The application system is. partly intended to prevent
programs requiring such reference: _out, the pro
cants— rally faniilies— through the system”
the counseling and finaneinl as able to them. R
_ Demand at nearly all the r s highest near the end of the month, when
money has run out.and maore won. be coming until the new month begins.
erson in need of food who poes. to_his local social services office—and such ap-
: do niot hiive o6 be on welfare--may be referred first to the_city's Emergency
ervices Center at 1500 Greenmount A . -nue, which distributes three-day grocery
supplies purchised with State and ¢ity fands, - - oo Lo )
u’,;.,pplicams,neul tiiore. help after tnat, or if it is difficalt for them to travel to
the center in the first place; they are referred to one of the privates. * * *

ubuse; Bat as the heads of
also insures_that appli-
+nd are receiving all

Crusts N MepTinG HUMAR NEED

Hartford Food. ctem.—There s a loss of 3.7 ‘million dollars ini. food purchasi
power by Jow-income -people in Hartford this_year. 1,200 households. have
r children, 1.to 5, will be_partici-
\ are affected by lanch; breakfast
and milk program cutl . Hartford nt mortality_rate in the
state, 25 deaths ver 1,000 ini low income familes. i. related health problems
affect this rate as-well 4s being relat d to hypertension and diabetes. Abandonment
of supermarkets in low-income areas: { medium sized superinarket serves 50,000
people in Hartford's Nottheast. . _ . - e
w Orleans, La.—The New Orleans. Food Birk serves 1% agenci ; in_the metro-
areii.-One-half of these agencies have doiibled their requests for food since
¢t 1, 1981, ThG Food Bank is the primary emergency resource for New Or-

dropped from the Food Stump.progra 2,000
Fiousands of

pating in the WIC progr:

' Phoenix, Ariz, WHEAT.—25,000 welfare recipierits in Arizona will be cutbaek or
eliminated . from adn

€ ‘benefits due to Reagan -administration budget cutbacks, 7,000 to
8,000 families will lose Food Stamps and. that 12,000 1o 14:000 will receive fewer food

stamps: 1,200 families will lose benefits from AFDE and 2,000 will receive less ad:

The proposed_budget cats have cost Phoenix, alone, $4.4 million. In 1981 the city
laid off 150 employees: the first time it has done so in about 25 years to help bal-
{655 ' O—BI——H ' 13.:
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7:1 mllhun Iur publnc huusmg

. 'l'hc vity vull ln%c
sidies for low-in
f )‘1\1 1)()() lor C

ance the city's y miillion budge
programs which included rent su
the losses will also include I
F542:000_for human resoure
meat and train ng programs;

CSare laas Vallex Food Resources 1’10_/«(1 Coforada ouit of work
lhov cnnot get AFDC because everi though they cin't get dn Unemploymetit check
for 2 nmnlhs th('v ‘lr(-’('lu.:lhl(- .ur utie mpluv @ 'l benefits. We let. them stay ina
1 it shelter fucility. The
d its finds for energy
i big proble We found a

Ve qnd mqku bmall it 5
there. Meanwhile 1% morniths go by: The only help thls family
3,2 hds been Food Stumip.
1,. Springfield: —Rlppl effec
ilable for Day Care. Legul A ng the
to kccp Day Cure facilities open so that the

holds in Georgia lost their &li-
ind_Medicaid in the first. two
. At the_same time

ligibility. ry 25 is being desig-
: n” and 2 rally is being organiced by the:
Nhlp nl (.vorg 4 50 Lh.lt they may voice their coneern about cuts in

n Lhurch pcopl(- to-co 'mumcate wnth their cengre tlons the urgency
siidget cutb‘ld\s to Human Servxce programb Ten state employment or
’\Idrch L ]

1" ) there has

ence on %turdm M‘lrch 6 it Camp Calvin; Ha 1 pt
been an average of 2000 farmers poing out of busin é\ery w ne of Georgia
ulk Marketing Co op thut hus been in o ce July
ce Exchange; as it is called; serves customers with locally

The urbun-cural connection for survivall .
A_pastor called Child Advocate: Rev;
h father who

g L ages 7, 5, and a
little over a year. The father had been out of work four months. laid off from an
auto fuctory, had looked everywhere for work: his wiie had gone to work as a domes-

tic in a motel near by, He couldn't stand to e his children sce him idle.

H'rum the ( hlL‘:u:u Tribunt, .‘;'undu_\'. /\pr. 11, lf'H‘_’[
Goindg HunNcRy in CHICAGO

. (Bv Eileen ogi'n'm

» going to bed hungry as con-
] their parents without enough
d-the und o}" the month officials-of several chari-
very. serious problem..1 don't think people realize that children
: y + in. Chicago,” said June Ramsey, executive direc-
tor of the Jewish Courcil on Urban Affdirs, which workq w1th dozens of community
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ns and food. puntries thot give out duiiited food to the poor. “If people
only re: re "

;od the severicy of the hunger here, | think ttiey would have to respond
 “Utitortiinately. it's true that many children ire. going to bed hungry,” agr
Diivid Chandler. director of the Food Depository. 4 Chicago agengcy. that provides 375
triie food programs and paatries acrouss the-city with donated_s pplies. “The num-
hiis sire frightenipg,”” Chandie d the 375 progriams are feeding_ 40,000 persons a
fiionth-—compared with 22,000 a month less thiii a vear ago. Even worse. he said,

paiitries have indicated that they could serve dfiother 4.000 to 5,000 persons
-h mfonth; if food were available, - . L -
hie food pantries are inundated- with. families who need_food and they don't
“enough to give out.” Ramsey added. vItE erinmiinal it_people don’t do anything
shotit this. Dan Pittman, a spokesinan for ihc.state. Department of Public Aid,
which administers the food stamp progriun, wiid: 1 think_the people from the chari-
ties are being acclirate on this issue. 1 have i10. doubt that this {that children are
going hungrylis hapg ing; bt the depirtment has no direct proof. [n many house-
tiold : we know that people run oiit of Gud stimips and ant_of food.”

Pittman. said _that thoiigh food stainps. ir supposed_to be_only a supplemental
food souve, officials recognize that mainy fa ilies rely totally on them. “And if they
run out of stanips before the end of th _mionth. they have to rely on charities. At
the sime tine, 10,000 that wus. earimarked for the city’s Emergency Food Program
hinx been shifted to the city'ss Neighiborhood Department to help pay for 25-new pu-
trotape jobs, according to Ald. Divid Orr (49th ] “That's just creating extra bureaue-
piiey,” Orr said, “In the mciintinie, more people ire going to Ko hungry.”-He siid he
whnts to st the money restored dand may ask next week for a special City Counci
iheeting to_cansider the issae- - o A

JSerome Slumka, direeior of the city's Emergency Food Program, said he believes
that the program’s 31050000 1952 badget—double the 1981 budget—is sufficient to
feed thuse who quality for the shiort-term s stance. “We can manage withoiit the
additional $200,000.7 Slumka said wdding that the money in_question is not poing

A1y 1o the Department of Neighborboods but_into a poeol fund to be drawri.oti by

al city departments. inclading  Neighborhoods, " there wasn't sifficient
there's no giiestion thiit we wonld e ore, Slamka said. "I'm. sure

there are people who are not getting, the natritionally bulanced meals they shi ald
be gettng. Slumka added. “The only way. this will be solved is -with cooperative

offort between the public and the private sector. We are couperiting with theni to
meet this need.”™ - - Lo R )
“Mothers whotalked to ‘Tribane reporter
stunt milk and syrip-beciuse this . combinat is cheaper than biby . formula.
Others say they buy-infidit formula when they have the money—or get it from free
food pantrics—hut dildte i ge i

antries—I| it 6. much_to make it last longer that it loses much of its
natritional value. They si

particularly at the eiid of the month, to provide three meils.

a2id they often feed iheir infants in-

day for their ehil-
dren. So for those oo yonng. to o to school. where free breiikfists and lunches are
available, one mieil i diy must often saffice - o
“f just -tell. them theyre skipping lunch.” said 38-year-old Gloria E
lives o the Wost Side with her 13 children and supports them with a 6 monthly
wolbire chock: “The doctor tells me to give them niilKk and juice,” Mrs. Eubanks
aid "Bt there's just_not much money left after [ puay the rent and the gas bill.
“There are nights wien all [ have to give them is-breud!” she st d.
“We're seeing + problems of children not getting adequate nut rition. I'm very
worried:” said S Brenda Stewart, a pediatric nurse who_works at Marillac
Hoiixe: 1 West Side social service agency run by the Daughters of Charity, and who
st li cening as s. lubunks dise d her plight. Sister Brenda s d-300 bags of
fond were. distri} last week--jast in time for Baster—to families like the Eii-
bankses who otherwise might not hive sny. Baster dinner. “When mothers run out
: hey give the children whitever is around—bread. potatdes, gravy,” Sister
' 0 s future depends on his first years and if he's
ally or mentally.” - S
“said there has been no-indicition of  wide-
een there. But Dr. Katherine Vedder. head of
said lust woek she had five patients, aped
ring from malnutritioh becuuse their_parents

- they often don't have enough money or. fooc stamps.

si)rp:,ldwnlrglln—gtn;iiin among children s
the hospital’s child protective servi

four and under, in the hospital s

5
hadn't fed them. “It's a form of child neglect.” Dr. Vedder said: adding that the s

ation is caused by the purents being so distresss
forset to feed their youngsters and by not always having cnough, l00¢ 10 BINE (T E:
Evidence of milnutrition among children in Mas

d over other _problems that th

ving erough food to give them.

) hild achasetts stirred national con-
troversy in recent weeks when a newly released study reveated that the problem
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tity youngsters as among chil

Wits as common in_one grodp of 379 : en_in
Third World nations. according to the V hington-bused Food Reseurch and Action
Center. “The deep budget cats in tke food programs and our contacts with
income _people around the toiiritiy hive given us.good reason to fear that malnutri-
tion 1s becoming a serious problem orice again,” Center Director Nancy Amidei said

when the study wiis rel L Almost k we learn of some new tragedy,
some new locil vev of risitig einergrency food needs.” I
fe Hlinois; more thith. 45,000 persoh—two-thirds of them in Cook County—have

fall because of President Reagan’s
okesman for Food Justice, a Chicago or-

ation hotline. At the same time; anem-
after World War 11, with 9 percerit of
ois, 547,000 workers

been taken off the Feod Stainp program since
15, decording to Paul Stewart. a spo

ation that operites a food
ent is the highest it has

cen since ju

the nitioh~—just Under 9.9 million people—out
i ported dnempluyed—9.8 percent. »We're ing up _applications for food
5 © in five years—almost 70.000 are pending,” said a spokesman

nt ol Public Aid. adding that almost one million persons in

for the &tite De
1 tamps.

¢ stite recei L L

There also are other food programs especially geared to feed hungry child
fromn free school lunches to special supplemental food programs {or preghafit w
and infiints. But the llinois Commission on Children reports that the 1983 proposed
federil budiget calls for cutting these nutrition programs and others across the coun-

ren—

""" ilies than ever wha can’t
imily services superviser for. Maril-
y—s by donations—supplied 1,263 per-
ars ago in March; the pantry supplied less
_half of the food, Hallagan said; goes to
: [ you're hungry. You have dreams aboiit
ed 15-year-old Roxanr t ho_has an infant son and lives on
the West Side with her mother and eight brothers and sisters.” : ) o
She -had come to Marillac House to get a bag of food for her family: chicken,
canned: poods. instant potatves, rice and a_gaily colored Easter basket of candy
Cihere's.nothing for the little ones to eat for breakfast and lunch,” Roxanfie said.
“We ciin't afford it,” She said she gives her haby instant milk and syrup because it's
chiiiper wind the combination lasts longer than formula and because the baby likes
it butter. “But it always seems like he’s hungry.”” she said: Roxanne sdid she only
cats oue meal a day—at dinner time—and too_often. that means beans gnd rice. I
#et hungry.” she sighed. “But it really doesn’t make any difference.”

put enourh tood on t
lae Housie, siid the 1
sons with needed food

[From the New York Times, Thirsday, May 6, 1852]
StreL Unton Givineg Away Foob T0 JoBLESS WORKERS

p; Pa.. May 5 (AP)»—Liid-6If steelworkers lined up for free bread, milk
ed groods todzi their union opened 4 food bank. L
red members of the Urited Stoelworkers of America volunteered their time to
xrocery bugs. filled with Cinned meat, tuna fish, soup, beans and
0 s_for_those whose unemployment benefits- were nearly-exhausted. Union
officials said they were pr id to hand out 250 to 300 bags of food today. Distribu-
tion will continue once a w until sipplies are gone, they said. Nearly a third of
workers at the United States Steel Corporation's Homestead Works have

B

re_talking about feeding people who hive nowhere else to-go for help,” said
Mike Stout. a_grievarice officer for the ution. “We want -to make sure people at
least can get by and at least have somethifig to eat to ride. through this crisis.”
About two dozen_men shd worien, soiie accormipanied by their children, waited in
the hallway of a »ncant school in this blue-collar town east of Pittsburgh for the 10
a.m. opening of the food b; - - - S
- “We're_in a saup line:” suid Jim .Davis of Homestead, who-said he was laid off
after 26_years on the job: “I lose all my manhood to do this,”-said Mr. Davis, 50
years old. as he carried two. bags of groceries for his-family. “But what can 1 do?
You have to eat. It's very bad; and it's riot getting any better.” . -

. The food is being given to union members whose unemploymenit. benefits have ex-
pired. to those who are on extended benefits and to heads of households who are out.
of work. The food gi.caway was finariced by a benefit rock concert, raffles and dona-
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tions at mill gates. The Ubion is plantiing tore concerts and other events to raise
funds to keep the food bank going:

{¥rom the Arizona Daily St Tueson, Tuesdiy. June 1 1982]

LocaL Surviy Is PEssisistic—RANKS oF HUNGRY SWELLING, BUT A [sN'T

A new report on Tueson's food needs contains lots of numibers; bat behind the
rianibers are real people. Many of them are hungry, many depend oh someone else
for food: many do.not know where their next meal will come (rom: and almost all of

jetii are subject to the swings of President Reagan's budzei gt - . . =

The :uthors of “Tueson Hunger Survey” conclude .hat.it s difficalt to say how
miany hongry people live in Tucson and Pima County, bit ¢éne thing is certain:
There.will be more.This is just the tip of the iceberg,” says co-uuthor Peter Bour-
{ue: “With continuinyg (feder budget) cuts, it's just going to get 4 lot worse.”

_ Bourgue, director of the Hunger Action Council, and Connie H. Ronstadt, a notri-
orist with the Meals for N ( un oun 1, began their
vov in Jiminary 1921 inte s and organi-
ziitions thit provide food relief. = .
_ Bourijue released the repo n. Friday, and its findings are not encouraging. Al-
though. food ¢ tance_is provided about 75,000 times a day.in Tucson, “most emer-
geney food agencies are currently operating at near-capacity levels and would be
unable to adeguately respond to dramatic_increases’ in demand,” the.report says.
Biit, begaise of federal budget cul acks in social service programs and the effects of
the.reces incroases in demand are exactly what most of these agencies have ex-
perieneed in the past year. - oo .
" The. Community Food Bank distributed 52 percent more food boxes during the
first. three monthg of this y han_in the same period-last year. And with the re-
cession deepening and local unemployment_increasing: demands for emergency food
sire still growing. "1 don't know how we are going to handle all these people,” said
one-administrator. e N .
" The Department of Economic Security provides jood stainps to 39,810 county resi-

/ing administrators of 22 local ag

.deiits a month, @ decrease_of th 1,000 from last year’s level. The minor de-

se, a1 resilt of more restrictive gibility requirements, comes at the same time
sercent eut in the federal food stamp program. - - S
nial rate of applications for-food stamps in Pima-County has.increased .10
percent -since October.” when _the.n regulations took “effect. The DES _estimates
that ulthouigh 15 percent of the families in Pimez Couniy have incomies below. the
50, for a family of four, only 7.5 percent receive food stainps. The
d ‘Special Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants and
ChildFen, like many agencies that rely on federal funding, has suffered budget cuts
and increased numbers of clients,  _ o S [
- The Urban Leug P lost 13 percent of. its funding. Federal
funding for school breakfast and h programs was slashed by one-third, prompt:
ing the Tucson Unified and Flowing Wells ricts to discontinue subsidized meal
programs in théir high schools. And the Senior Now Generation,-dependent on the
federal government for 51 percent of its funding, lost $35,000 in -1982. Yet, according
ind Ronstadt; “the effects of federal cutbacks are just beginning to be
ams are slated for further cuts in the 1943 fiscal year, and this “will
© poor.people t re serious food-obtaining problems. P
lations; the administrators suggest restored or maintained funding,
hutrition eduacation; “changing-the system,” increased job training,.and “workfare,”
which . would require the hungry to work in- exchange for food. But they-concede
that these solutions “will not be enacted,” Federal food assistance programs are
being rediiced across the board. Reagan is proposing thai-the Nutrition Educa-
tion and Training Program be eliminated. In light of that, Bourque said; ‘‘people
shotildn't just sit back and let federal funding take its course.” He says he believes
federal programs are good and necessary. becatise “the poor and hungry should not
have to rely 6n emergency_ outs.” . h T

Bourgiie suggests that individuals write thcir senators and representatives to en-
coirage alloeating nonmilitary funds to food assistance programs. Locally, organiza-

tions and.individuals should “step up contributions™.and maintain support for local
food relief agencies, he says.




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

114

[From the S News & World Report] .
SuncE IN PETTY TrEFT—SYMPTOM OF HARD TIMES

DESPERATE PEOPLE—AND MANY WITH NO EXCUSE—ARE RAIDING STORES OF FOOD,
CLOTHING AND MEDICINE. COMING: A NEW CRACKDOWN BY RETAILERS
) {By David A. Wiessler)

‘A young mother is caught tucking a roast under her coat at a Portland, Oreg.,
store. “I've done it before and I'll do it again,” she tells police. “I'm not: going to let
my babie . Two shoppers in n Louisville store get $400 worth of baby cloth-
ing but | 3% for it because a friend is working behind the checkout counter.

\_man_sits ‘in_the middle of an aisle in an Atlanta supermarket and begins
eating food nff the shelf. I know they're going to lock me up, but I'm hungry,” he
savs later. These are but a few of th« many instances of shoplifting-and petty theft
reported by merchants and police, “Petty theft is on the rise,” says David- Proper of
Golub Corporation in Syracuse, N.Y., which runs 60 supermarkets-in the region.
“People who wouldn't have stolen belfore now consider it an option because of eco-
nomic pressures.” - - - - S -
~ Food is a major objectof theft, but so are cosmetics, medicines, clothing, beer and
ciraretles. .

NO TYPICAL CASE

them.” o - - - = -
Among the popular ways to make off with goods, according to- officials of Consoli-

dated Sales Company, a Louisville-based discount chain, are switching more-expen-
sive g i C

sive goods to boxes marked with lower prices or using a dressing room to coriceal
stolen clothing under the shopper's own garments. - - - - - -

Police departments in urban areas and in regions with high unemployment report
an increase in small-time heists. Atlanta police say-that shoplifting cases jumped
from $.309 in 1980 to 3,822 it 1981 In Dallas, shoplifting incidents are ip mioré than
20 percent this year. New York City had a 20 percent-increase in such coniplaints
last year. while Coos-Bay, Oreg.. a timber town of 14.275 that his endured double-
digit unemployment for néarly three years, had a 50 percent hike in shoplifting in
the-last year. - P . - - i ..

_ “Percentagewise. shoplifting is otie¢ of our fastest growing crimes,’” says Coos Bay
Police Sgt. Charles Knight. Many blame the simic slagip for this epidemic of
stealing—especially for food thefts. Nick Lambros, state court judge in Atlanta’s
[ y, says the grocery shoplifters who come before him are “typically poor
. e pourid of bacon or @ loaf of bread: He adds: “You ask
thet hy did you do They say. ‘1 was hungry.” What can youdo?"'
... Adds Tony Stoutt: police chief in Kelso, Wash.. a town hurt by the lumber_slump:
“People cut.of work for long periods sometimes feel they have no choice but to steal
if_ they want to feed_their families. I gess they think they have a better chance of

b "' Other ywever, trace the
n in ethics. “These people
se they are in need,” says

jump i ilingg to what _they s
steal because they want someth

Leonard Kolodny, manager of the retail bureau of the Greater Washington Board of
Trade. R o
Also leading to the increase in reported thefts is a growing determination.by mer-

chants to prosecute. While many say they will let a -first-time offender cff with a
warning, more firms are-taking the small-time thief to court. “We're very strict
about prosecution,” says Frank De Fini, operations manager of the F.A.O. Schwarz
toy store in Manhat:an. “We get the cops, Shoplifting won't be tolerated.” .

Others are stepping up -security fheasures.- Peoples Drug Stores, Inc; has put
closed circuit TV cameras in. about 150 of its 550 outlets ini the East and Midwest:
Checkpoint Systems, Inc.. of Thorofare, N.J., has developed an electronic_device, .
similar to.an airport detector, that sets off an alarm if a customer-tries to go past a
cashier without paying for an iteri: The device is used in 5,000 retail stores and li-
braries and is now moving into supermarkets:
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“dren under five making up over

ouisville discounter, is emphasizing “more ay:
gressive 1o coverage” in which clerks appro=ch customers sooner, agking if they
¢an help thein: The firm also makes sure clerks know the prices of merchandise so
they cin recoignize switched price tags.

Coiisolidited Sales Company, the Louis

A HELPING HAND

efforts are_sometimes made to help the
ne to charity groups, and some store
shelf life is about to_expire._ B

ington, D.C., those conivicted of petty theft for the first time
usually draw some kind of public service. siich. as cleariing. up parks_or helping in
hospitals. But many merchants believe that aithorities are too lenient with thieves,
“They pay the 320 fine gladly and leave,”sags Virgil Rogers, manager of the Piggly
Wingly supermarket in Broken Baw. Okla. With fines low ind a stagnant economy;
fow teel there will be any. ing in petty theft.."We sce theni right back in the
store after a few days.” observes Maurice Robin 2 ol

If an offender is poor-and has no.record.

person out. Chicago police may refer ¢

managers offer needy people itenis who
I:: Atlanta and Washington

serves Maurice Robinowitz, president of Hounston's Down-
town Food Market. “Some people don’t give up easily.”

{From the Paittebirgh Post-Gazette, Friday, Oct. 15, 1982]

HuNGEk HERE AND ABROAD

Until recently, when the word “hiinger™ was mertioned most A thought
of it as a_problem somewhere else in-the world:. Government programs_like Social
Secarity: food ste 1ps. surplus commodities distribiition and free school lunches pre-
simniibly had lifted that scourge in the United States. It was comifortable to_focus on
AP »f Waorld Food Day. initiated in 1979 by the Food and Agricultural Qr-
iori of the United Nations to "heighten public awareness of the nature and
onis. of the long-term world food problem.” - . :
orld Faod Day is observed tomorrow, there is a-new focus for Americans.
The rocession and administrative_rule changes by the Reagan ‘administration to
remmove -recipients front welfare and_food stamp rolls_have produced & new. rieed
along with relicf efforts unknown since the Great Depression. Not, just the tradition-
ally needy dve affected; here in Western. Pennsylvania steelworker groups have set
aid-off mem
he major private nonprofit dpenicy in the field in Pit
Coalition of Pittsburgh, reports it hss had to devote an incred
werking on local hunger dissiics. (A 1977 study by the
Urban Rescarch a: the University of Pittsburgh e
48 s of Allegheny-Cotin

rs. - oo
sburgh, the Hunger Action
ing amount of time to

salition_and the Offiee. of
imated that hunger affects
on started the Pittsburgh
and_pantries around the

10 residents of Allegheny County annually). The coa
Community Food Bank, which now services about 300 si

county and some outside it. initiated the establishment of 50 food p

vide. emergency tance to those in tived: and organized distribution of
USDA surplus con on a regular basis, - e o
The agency has had help from businesses with unwanted food—cereal with too
many. raisins. in_it. grapefiuit juice tinted the wrong color: day-old_bread and the
like. Bat it stresses. the need for money. food and the time of volunteers. Yet offi-
cialé of. the Hunger Action Coalition_say that, important as this emphasis_is, the
liriser dimensions of world hunger should not be-forgotten on World Food Day. An
estimated half @ billion people now suffer fro;'n hur'i'g'erébr malnatrition; with chil-
ourished. . AP

tional hinger. expérts wis that the
too little foed to jo-dround: Now.a
wide hunger is essentially the result

&

_ Until-recently: the consensus i
cause of hunger is simply too many people al
ising number of experts believe that wo

« ty, so that reducing poverty is the primary solution. Because land in many
countrics increasinigly is held in fewer and fewer hands. land reform is riecessary.
Too often. also, crops -for export are_emphasized, to the detriment of growing food
for domestic use. Problems of distribution; transportation, and credit systems for
farmers also hinder the task of feeding hungry mouths. = - .

" An America that harvésts mor¢ than half of all exported grain and holds the larg-
est grain reserves in the world obviously is.in a pivotal role. It is not surprising that
on World Food Day the eyes of a world with so many hungry people are particularly
on the American government and thé citizeris whose votes determine its leadership.
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[rm the Sweramento (Cabil o, July 25, 1982]
MANY HUNGRY FINDING MEALS iN DUMPSTERS
{By Dale Maharidge)
- Swarming flies perforin an aerial dance inside the rusty dumpster behind a North -
Sicrainento supermirket. The hum of insects subsides when shadows blot out the
kot sun. Two piirs of eyes peer over the rini, scanning for something to eat, “There
are some mustard -greens for supper,” says Oleta. David,- her husband, shoos the
flies away. He hooks the stump of his severed arm over the edge of the dumpster
dnd. with his other limb iises -a metal probe to claw vegetables, tortillas and other
fosdstiuffs into Oleta's Waiting arms. - e o
- Biick at their apartment, the finds are carefully stocked away. David explains
he.difference between eating-and_going hungry,

ays Oleta. “There was a time when- we were eating
he couple is not alone. A random check of Sacramento
dred grocery store and fast-food-outlet dumpsters during a month-long period found
dozens of people drifting by ch. 6f food @t all hours. No.one, including store
spokesmen and social workers, really knows how.many others. like David and Oleta
are out there. While foraging in dumpsters is illegal within the city limits, police
hitl rr ire rare, oo - - R oo o R - -
always been a source of nourishment for those livinig on.the edge
f ¢con survival._ But trash bins_have taken on a_new importance for the home-
ss, according to numerous transients interviewed, because of a crackdown ifi en-
d_stamp regulations. Dumpsters are_also important_to some perma-
de the elderly and the Davids and Oletas who find it diffi-
es, ! J
ng an arm and a leg, and says it’ d for a handicapped
She has diabetes and a_plastic joint in her knee.
h month in _federal supplemental security

popcorn th

nent residents. They
cult to get by on fixed
D .

. they r _eac
income benefits for the disubled When they married one year ago, it was hard to
make do on the monthly stipend. And because part of that $835 includes cash pay-

ment for food expenses, CO,un,(tiy officials say they cannot receive food stamps. So
-in_harvesting food from dumpsters, a practice he

Oleta joined her new husban

_started three years ago. Now they frequent dumpsters when their disability pay-

ment runs out. - - - .- - - S .
- I was real hungry,” says David, recalling. his first taste of dumpster food. “I
looked in the dumpster and. there was this bread. It was-something to eat. It's
human natire. When yoi're hungry, you eat.” Oleta adds, “I'm not ashamed to use
it: When we need food, we need food. We have to feed our grandchildren when they
visit. And we've given it to other poor people. 1 believe in helping other people.”
David sadly shakes his head as Oleta stocks the freezer with cartons of imitation
eggs found in a dumpster. He feels there is to much waste ii America, and that food
thrown in_dumpsters should be distributed to the poor: “Bat it goes in the bins and
gets smelly,” says David. “They should_organize something where people on welfare
could distribute and get this food so people won't have to go_iu_bins: But (the stores)
¢ ! vill hurt their business. They're worcied about bucks.” _ . .
_..Until they moved to North Sacramento_several weeks ago; the couple foraged.in
dumpsters behind Placerville supermarkets. David. talks_bitterly about_one store
that mangles food so_it can't be salvaged. “We do that to everything we throw in
there so they don't get to it,” says a store spokesman who remembers David. “We've
d it off, put up no trespassing signs and threatened people with jail.”
- The store spokesman says those_measures were taken because the store fears lia-
bility if someone becomes ill from eating discarded food, not to protect profits. Other
grovery-store spokesmen express the same-view. David and Oleta have never gotten
sick.-*'You can tell by any mold and smell,” says David. “And with cheese, if there's

_hald on it, you just cut-it off.”

Dangerous bacteria does not grow on fresh vegetables, but- they can be contami-
nited when they. conie in contact. with ather spoiled food, €aid- Ruth Braun, nursing
director for the Sacraments County Heilth Departirient. She also.cautioned that dis-

carded eggs and medt can be dangerous: She
utes would probably kill any darnig orga § - S S
. “'People. who _eat out of dumpsters are fairly strong individuals,” said Braun.
“They're almaost irnmune to. it. The fear I have is that people niewer t5 this might
get sick.” Many make their_dumpsters runs early to_avoid the heat of day that
spoils_food; and to _beat competition. “It’s best to come at night,” says 14-year-old

_ Tim, barely moving lips that hide four missing front teeth. The foul-smelling bin in

1z
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{ others have beaten him to any food. A
k. made from rags falls from his shoulders, down to his distended stomach.
¢s nervous. afraid to talk about his daily trips to this dumpster on Del
d hoped to find some bruised oranges (o give to his

3 hes for himself and his family. Tim darts into an

her, Other days,
shing as quickly
 ig.strong among many of those wi
admit it. At one North Sacramento dumpster, a rickety man gets out of his Eir after
it.coughs to u_stop._He eeds to fill a box with discarded cookies and brocesli:
When Eip;7r0;xchcd. he says he docsn't want the food—just the box—‘‘bécause :'m
nioving:” ’
While the comm

v of those who seak discirded food. Thev don't want to

poor_may visit dumpsters, the plight of transients is worse
beciause they may | iter difficulty. obtaining food stamps. -

Since late last yi ties have taken a tougher stand.un residency require-
merits aad roof of d stamps, says Bill Nichois, spokesmari.for
the Sacrzinento County food stump program. In addition, a computer is now catch-

ing habos and_"rubber tramps’ —the poor traveling by car—who try to get food

stamps in every city where they stop, Nichols says.

Max complains about the tougher regulations- while inispectiniy the. dumpster

behind o fast-food outlet on Freeport Boulevard-that is-a popular. target for tran-
sients. Max was stocking up on food before catching a freight train in the nearby
Western P ilyard.

other transients, Max said ‘t's become fyore difficult to get food
_they don't help that much. Most single people get from 310 to a

vs each month. aceording to Nichols e
__"That _doesn’t st long,” says Max. After the stimps are g ie—if he can _pet
them:- { there's no work. he scrounges in dumpsters: Max searches for discard-
ed_hamburgers thrown away because they got cold. Except for that, they're no dif-
ferent than the ones you buy he says. - . S
_The dumpster contains no burgers. But Max spots d rusty drum_ half full of
gr “After fetching a discirded wine bottle, He imimerses it through_the scum
floating on_top Black liquid bubbles

¢ les into the bottle. “1've !
says. clutching the bottle near his freshly laundered H

got some dried beans,”’ he
e awaiian shirt. He will pour it
over the beuns “because it makes them better,”” he says. - o
~ Max wants work to carn money-so-he can.buy his favorite food—fres
meat. Ile wants no charity. Manual labor is about the only thing_he's_qualified
jobs are in short supply-beciuse of .the ecoriomy. "No food. no work,”’
SUYS A mun would be better off in a penitentiary: There's no women there,
but at least you get fed.” - S e
" On another day next to the-tracks, Jini. holds a box of sandwiches gleaned from a
dumpster behind a catering firm. He waits for a southbound train to take him to

Bakersficld where he hopes to find farm work. “They throw them away at the end
of the day.” he says of the caterer’s sandwiches: “They're still good. 1 like the roast
beef.’ - - B

~ Jim also scoffs at food stamps. “‘How are you going to eat? If you buy $60 worth of
grub, you can use it up in two weeks: It's a jungle out * s

[l:rum the Washington Post, Nov. 28, 1982]
AMERICA'S Pook OVERLOAD SuUP KITCHENS, SHELTERS

(By Margaret Engel)

__Mayors and state health officials gathered: here yesterday to describe the nation’s
depen ‘e on soup kitchens and public shelters.as local governiments and charities
try to_house, heat and feed a growing number of hoieless peoples . . .
A ency meeting of the -U.S. Coriference of Mayors regarding shelter for
hoor, mayors told of schools, recreation centers, trailers and churches
ssed ifito service as sheltery for the coming. winter. Newly unemployed
ns, combined with larige Rumbers of former mental patients, were swelling

being
Ameri

the number of people-nieedinis-help, they said: For_the first time, in several cities,
mayors_report that charity kitchens are rationing food because of the crush of
requests, - - - [ EE o o .
“T've beei in public service since 1951 and this is the first time we've had-a soup
kitchen,” Arthur Holland; mayor of Trenton; N.J.; said of a new city-run facility.
“More and moreé people are coming to the mayor's office asking for a place to stay

12
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Ms. Ferraro. Thank you, Mr. Chairman: o

I.am going to have to leave, I am giving a speech in half an hour
at lunch, But 1 did want to come and hear your testimony, and }
am delighted-to have had the opportunity.

I have spoken with Ms. Amidei and Mr. Greenstein on several
occasions, and they always address their topics most eloquently, I
have to tell you that prior to coming in here—and we have four
card schedules, niothing is on a single card—but I stopped in to do a
10-minute segment on cable TV and what it was; was it allows—it
is a new type of TV where people in Cleveland were able to push
buttons and respond to questions. ) .
- I asked them one-guestion—most of the Budget members were in

Mr. DonnNeLLy. Thank you very much. Ms. Ferraro.

there;, and Martin Frost was following_me, and [ did it on defense
spending; .on the increase in defense. And then I asked a guestion
about entitlements; and_I said that entitlements are a major por-
tion of our budget and that the President has said that we have to

do something about entitlements in order to bring down the deficit:

I asked. where do you think we 'should look to cut or to curb the .
benefits that come out? And I gave them a choice of social security,
food stamps, and veterans pensions. The numbers were 11 percent,

that we should address social security; 53 percent for food stamps;
.So, what 1 did was I addressed the fact that people don’t under-
stand that food stamps are a very small portion of our budget, it is
an $11.7 billion program,; and if you talk about that compared to
social security’s $178 billion, it is a drop in the bucket.
__As a matter of fact, I was just looking with one of the staff mem-
bers at-the total numbers of programs that affect poor people and
it is $72.3 billion out of an $848 billion budget. o L
So, let’s cut-them all out. I mean, even if you cut them all out,
totally, you still end up with a budget deficit of $130 billion which
we have to.address. That is not looking: at the human side of it,
that is looking solely at the economic and not totally the economic,
either; because if you take a look at programs.like WIC—now;. you

talked about pregnant mothers. I would be curious to find out from

the hospitals, first of all, how many of those babies are born still-
born? How many of tliose babies are born sickly and need medical

attention after that? And how many of those kids will have some-
thing that will affect them for the rest of their lives?

As a mother of three healthy kids, I_know that when your kids
get sick, it is not only a costly thing, but it is a problem for the
family: .. .. . o — _ _

I don’t think we look at cost effectiveness, as far as programs of

health are concerned, and nutrition for the poor are concerned,
and I think we should.
- When we are looking at defense spending we have got to-address
the fact that national security is not only missles, bombs and arms;
it is a healthy America as well, an America that car: compete in
school, healthy kids getting food programs that they can compete
in schools, to learn, so they can compete on an international level
with the Soviet Univn, or whoever it might be in the next 10 or 15

years.
15
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I think your story is dynamite; I am certainly very anxious to

work with the chairman with reference to these cuts: I agree with

you that not only should we look to avoid additional cuts, but what
we have got to do is look to restoring some of the programs and
some of the moneys; and we will be doing that. It is not only the
bleeding heurt liberals who are talking this way, 1 think it is
people who are looking very, very sensibly at the economy and
looking at what this meuans to the health of America and the
future. . o o

~ Ms. Amipel If I may, before you leave; there are two things I
would like to pick up on. One; to give you a number _you can use
appropos on the cost effectiveness; or something like WIC: It costs
1us about $150 to see a woman through 4 pregnancy in terms of just
basic checkups, basic nutrition supplements, and nutrition counsel-
ing which will stand her in good stead over the long haul.
~If she does riot get WIC and the baby is born below birth weight;
very Liny. the costs in an average hospital now are $40,000 to
$50,000 before the baby can leave the hospital: A baby iu a neona-
tal intensive care unit runs_up_costs of about $1,000 a day in any
major city in this country, and.also in small towns: o
Now, if that baby does survive, and is permanently retarded, or

handicapped, as a result of being born so tiny and undernourished
that it simply isn’t properly developed, institutional care costs for a
lifetime for a child in Massachusetts are now just about $2 million.

So, if you want a good return on your buck, for $450 we can show
a very real return, and that is without even getting into anything
about whether you want kids that are healthy and productive and
can ledarn and stay awake in school; that is.just straight dollars.

It seems to me that it is no different than withholding polic vac-
cine from polio vulnerable children—we wouldn’t do that. We
wouldn't deny a child a polio shot because we wouldn’t want to run
the risk of that child becoming handicapped for the rest of its life -
and end up in an iron lung. But we withhold the basic food and
health services to those pregnant women and run the risk that
those children are going to be permanently -retarded or handi-

I have one other thing that I don’t want to lose track of—when

we talk about social security; that I think has to be treated differ-.
ently than other non-means-tested programs. In part because if you
were -to look at the poverty figures for 1981, you will find some
very interesting things. - . .

The . incidence of poverty among Lhe elderly is about 14 percent
overall. If you look to-the inciderice of poverty among the minority
elderly, it is; for example; among black elderly people; "9 percent;
minority female ‘elderly it goes evenr higher, I think the figure is
about 53 fercent:. . S e
. If you then look at the group that is in that little grey area be-
tween the poverty line and 125 percent of poverty; people who are
just marginally out of poverty, that is where you find most of our
elderly clustered. - B o el
If you start to tamper with the cost-of-living index in social secu-
rity, you tamper with their standard of living because we know
that inost elderly people spend mostffg_their iricomes on items that



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

148

go up faster than the cost of living—housing, utilities, medical
care, and food. , , B ,

So: 1f you freeze or lower, or tamper with that cost-of-living
index, you are doing it to people who are just marginally over the
poverty line; or already in poverty, for whom social security in
many cases is the solé, or major source of income. You run into a
very serious risk of creating even greater poverty and suffering
amongtheelderly. } .

~Ms. Ferraro. I think the purpose of my question was to get some

sort of .perception from the piblic, as to where our <pending was
going. And to get a perception as well to support the program. That
1s where the problem lies. e .
_ In my district, I have the largest elderly population in. the entire
State of New York: I have a lot of elderly women, who live on
social security alone. My problem with my elderly women who live
on social security alone is that they will not apply for food stamps,
they will not apply forSSL. ~~ ~ ) S

L go into a senior center and I don’t look at any faces, I look up
at the sky and say, “I am not going to suggest to you, I am not
looking at anybody, please, if you are not eating, please call my
office; und we will have someone handle it for ¥You confidently, to

see if you qualify for food stamps.” They don’t even ask for it.

I am not suggesting that the question that we were looking into,
cutting benefits of people on social security. What I was looking at
was really to get a reaction on what they felt about food stamps,
because that is the most misunderstood program,

_In my district, again; they say “Cut it, cut it” and I would say,
“Why?" And they would say, “Oh, I saw a guy who went in and
bought beer”. And I say; “I tell you; I know exactly what he locks
like, he drives up in his Cadillac, with the radio blaring and he
jumps out, he goes in and he buys beer and he buys cigarettes with
his food stamps; is that right?” )
And they say, “Yes.” L : S :
Ms. AMIDEL: And he is married to the lady who is buying. the -
steak and lobster. o - -
_ Ms. FErrARo. Well, what I figure—I keep telling them things
like, ““If you find that guy, take his license plate’—because being a

former assistant D.A, I have a lot of connections with the police de:

partment and we will happily find out his name and address, and
we will move against_him, because that .is a violation of the. law:
- But those are not the people in my district who are receiving
food stamps. My people are elderly, poor people, they are just plain
poor people—some of them are not elderly, they are people who are
's'upl'gorting families, women supporting families who just can't
make it. - B o o ]

I think the perception is the perception that is being reinf .rced
every time the administration talks.about entitlements—they
always use food stamps as-the example. Of all of the programs, it is
the least costly one. And that was the point of the question. .

Ms. AMmiper: T am glad to have .the opportunity, I am sorry
missed that. L

There is no question that it is about the most misunderstood pro-
gram around. I slug it olit on the streéts on food stamps more often
than anything else. I am working right now on a report that I am

T s,
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calling the “Fraud Fraud on the fradulent misuse of error rate
statistics to imply fraud 777777
have a lower rate of error rate in their work, desplte all the jerk-
ing around that the programs have f,otteu over the last couple of

fraud and abuse..

There is somethmg,r that we can do about that the Presiderit is,
unfortunately; on the other side. He is adding to that feeling that
thoeeﬁelderly people in your district have, that if they use food

stamps, they are going to be seen as frauds and crooks, And that is
that we have got to.get people in public life who will be w1llmg to

stand up and say what you have said, because this notion that ev-

erybody on food stamps is a fraud, is not just hurting the program,
which 1t is, but it is hurting many poor people who otherwise could
be helped by the one program that has done more to alleviate and
reduce hunger and malnutrition in this country than any other. It
is'a wildly successful program that is getting a very bad rap.

Ms. FerrARro. I truly apologize, but if I don’t get there; Fordham
University is going to take back my law degree.

Mr. DoNNELLY: Thank you very much:

I think the good news 13 that there is a growmg consensus in the

Congress that you just can’t cut means-tested entitlements any-

more. I think that is a real growing_ féelmg

The bad news is, 1 thmk Ms. Ferraro s poll; wh1ch shows there IS

the AFDC program. |

I think the status quo is an outrage. I think the administration’s
proposals are also an outrage. We literally have had in this Nation
for.years a subsidized caste system for women, whom. we force to
suffer some of the greatest indignities in society. Why?- Because
they love their children; because they want.to stay with their chil-
dren. They want their chlldren s lives to be better than their lives

owere.

But any of the few ladders that we had for upward mobility, you
pointed out very articulately, we are eliminating, because when a
mother h"{S to choose . between whether her. child is covered by

gomg to go w1th her_child. :
It is just not the Reagan admmlstratlon I think their proposals

are more outrageous than any of the other proposals from_any
other administration. But other administrations are also guilty. of
not looking at long-term ramifications of this problem and coming

up with some dynamic way to approach what I consider to be an

American outrage. = _ _
This .whole public perceptan of the welfare. mother, when in

many instances those women' are on welfare because they love

their children and there is no way to get out. We are talking about
hundreds of thousands of women. With all of the talk of feminism

19-685 O—83—--11 ' i
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today. and rights in the board rooms, year after year we continue
to authorize and fund this program, without restructuring it, which

in my opinion is a disgrace: There is a great misconception about

the dollars that we spend on these means-tested entitlements: As
Mr. Greenstein very articulately pointed out, when you can retire
from u noncontributory retirement system, at 37 years of age and
receive full benefits; indexed to inflation; something is wrong.

We need not just pick out that program, but there is a series of
nprniﬁjgja'hitéféj:éiéfrjfti’tlém'eht programs that ought to be reformied.
And we constantly go after only means-tested entitlements be-

cause, sad to say, it makes good politics. It makes good politics to

use people that are on.the lowest rung of society and find the
abuses. And of coiirse, theré are abuses: There are abuses by poor
people, there ure abuses by rich people: . -
- Mr. GREENSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, if I may make two points along
those lines. L , . . o
Moving to_somewhat differerit programs, but also entitlements,
medicaid and medicare. In medicaid there are even further rather
remarkable gaps. For example,.in many States their AFDC only
covers one-parent households, where the father is present; there is
no AFDC benefit; there is also no medicaid for the mothers of the

children, none whatsoever, even if they have no income.

_In some States that have remarkably low income limits for

AFDC, a fraction of poverty, 4 mother and children above those

limits also gets no medicaid. o o

I would hope one of the things you could look at. either a propos-
al, or some variant of a proposal that the Energy and Commerce
Committee has submittetf to- the Budget Committee to deal with
that very, very serious problem in the medicare area. Obviously
medicare costs are growing very rapidly, and there are some re-
forms that are needed. But my hope is that Congress will have the
courage to look at reforms.that are aimed at what caused health
care costs-to rise in the health provider sector. = o
_.Some of the administration’s proposals would hit pretty hard at
elderly people who weren’t very far above the poverty line, in
terms.of some pretty significant increases in out-of-pocket costs, I
would imagine. But it is in those kinds of arezs that the Budget
Committee would be restrained as to how far togo. . . = . .

_Ms. AMIDEL It just occurred to me, and I.am sorry I didn’t think
of it. when Ms. Ferraro was still here—I think there is a shift in
public perception about the means tests of thw entitlement pro-
grams, that gets obscured when you say which of the three would
you be willing to cut; social security, food stamps; veterans, because

In that array, of course most people would say food stamps, rather
than the other two. = =~ . .

. On the other hand, there are now 5o many more people who
have either had to turn to one of these programs; or know some-

body who has; or wish—— ) o o
_Mr. DonNneLLy. It is a heck of a way to change public opinion;
though. N . :

Ms: Amipei: Well; that is right. e

Biit ore of the things that I have noticed; for example; in the
traveiing ihat I'do, is that 2 years ago when I made critical com-
ments about what was happening and about what I thought the

15
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budget cuts were going to do, people would argue back at me. They
would take me on, they would tell me I wasn't giving everything a
chance, why wasn't I willing to let these things bu _tested out, and
for heavens sakes, it ig a hard problem; and the President has a
hard job, blah; blah; blah. Now; and over the last year, there has
been a real shift in opinion. It is not that [ have changed, but that

people have responded differently now.
"It is suburban housewives who are going out for soup in the soup
kitchens; it is the suburban college students who are collecting the
canned goods for people who are unemployed: It is the employed
labor union people who are kicking in froin their weekly salaries,
so that their other uiion members will continue to be able to eat.
So, it has spread now in a way that wasn’t true before, and now
when I make critical comments about the budget proposals and
,what is going on; people argue back at me still, but now they argie
‘back and say. “You don’t know the half of it; why don’t you. go
back there and tell them it is absolutely terrible? Do they under-
stand what they are doing? Does anybody out there listen?” = -
'The change; I think, is real. And I think it is coniing, and I hope
that it will be perceived by Congress in_time to forestall further
dumuge; because 1 am very conscious of it and it isn’t just - low-
income people. I am hearing it from wives of chairmen of the
bourd—the chairman of the board hasn't yet told me that, but the
wife has, S o
_Mr. GinsBerG. | would echo that same comment. I think some-
times the way we ask questions has a lot to do with the kind of
response we get. If you said do you prefer veterans benefits,-or food
and the like for low-income children; and elderly people; defining
the program rather than using the catch word food stamps,-I think
you get a very different response. We found that in West Virginia.
And we found that our legislature, our own State legislature is
willing to supplement the Federal Government’s reductions; in
‘order to keep programs at their current levels. S .
" We also found a good bit of voluntary spirit to help in some_of
the critical problems. One of our largest utility companies, for ex-
ample, put some money into helping low-income people with their
encrgy payments, and put a voluntary slip into -the utility bills
asking people if they would like to contribute $20; in_addition to
their utility payments, for a fund for low-income energy recipients:
They have raised one-quarter of a million dollars in a month on
voluntary contributions—a remarkable innovation: And the people
who're paying those bills are middle income and upper income

people. L ) - o o
I don't really think it signals a change. It would be & very diffi-

. cult way to change public perception, to make everybody poor. if

there were more poor people. then we could convince - hem to sup-
port public programs, public welfare programs. .

I think what really has happened is that the issues are now more
carefully defined, and that the concern about disadvantaged people
is just being expressed differently. I think the guestions have
always been asked improperly. If you ask people if they are for wel- _
fare; all of the polls that all elected officials take, always show that

people oppose welfare, but everybody is for programs for the aging;
15¢ o
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services to children, nutrition programs for mothers who are preg-
nant; and health care: . o L ) )

Ms: AmipgL It is just if we call it welfare they are against it.
_Mr. DonNELLY. It is like the old saying that Congress as an insti-
tation is held in very low regard by the American people; but their
ggdjji'gma] Representative is OK. I hope they still feel that way in

ston:

I think the Anerican people are very fair, and I think people in

Government have done a disservice when it comes to these means-
tested entitlements by not articulating what the situation reaily is:
Why do we have AFDC? Because we want to keep the family unit
together. It is-in many ways an old motherhood and apple pie type
of program, the mother should be in the home with the children.
That is as American as you can get, because of the fact this woman
has been abused in many cases; and there is no father: We warntto
keep the mother of those children home—those children need a
very strong figuré in that home. That mother shouldn’t be out
when they come home from school because it is an investment in
the future of those children—we are not doing her a favor; we are
trying to do a favor for ourselves; by investing in those children, by
trying to give them a structured family life. ~ o
_ AFDC is perceived as if it is a giant sham out there, that these
people are collecting hundreds of thousands of dollars; and just sit-
ting around and doing nothing all day: S .
We must do a better job of articulating that is not so. AFDC is a
program that was started years ago to maintain—I mean; I don’t
know what a nuclear family is. What happens when you come from
Boston and you marry somebody from North Carolina, when you
move to North Carolina and your husband literally turis otit to be
a bum, and he leaves you in North Carolina with three children
and your mom and dad are dead? You have nobody: You know, we
have a very mobile society in America. You have nobody to turn to,
but the Government. And what does the Government do for you?
Gives you $5,000 a year to live on, and. now they are going to make
you go out—and you have been out of the labor market for 7 or 8
years; and now they are going to say go out and get a job. =~
The growth industries in States like Massachusetts are in high
technology. It is very difficult to_get a job in high technology if you
don’t have a high school.education. It'is very difficult to get a job
in high technology even if you are a graduate of a university: :
It is just an enormous unjustice. The positive part is that there is
a growing feeling that enough is enough. =~ o
Bat I think those of us who are somewhat philosophically akin
also have a responsibility not just to defend the status quo, I am
very uncomfortable about defending a system-that provides just
subsisterice cash payments. A program that really hasn’t worked

that well—I think the criticisms are valid: : - -
Ms. AmIDEL I think you are wrong. For example, we always focus
on the problem of dependency and welfare; as though that_is the
big issue. Half of the people who come under welfare are off it in
the course of a single year. The turnover in—— o o
 Mr: DoNNeLLy: 1 think if you look a little further at those statis-
tics, I would suspect that a good percentage of those people entered
that welfare system with different economic backgrounds. I said
£ _ A
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that earlier—it is going Lo be very casy for my daughter to get in
and out of that welfare system; because her father is a graduate of

Ms. AMipel. You are correct; in general, but over the years that
we have had AFDC—we started out with just aid to the dependent
~ children, and the mothers only got included in the grants in 1950,

We car go back now to.1935; long-term dependence on welfare has
never been a major problem—it has always been very small. Even

in times of high recession, the average member’s length of stay on

welfare was 27, maybe 30 months. =

So; most people were not staying on welfare that long; and those
long termers, the handful, the 4 or 5 percernt that were very long-
term. people: also over the years; almost always turned out to be
roughly the same percentage as the number of households on the
AFDC in which there was a severely handicapped or retarded
member. . . L S ) }
_ That is always interesting. We don’t have sophisticated enough
data to know whether or not they are the same people, but you can
make some educated giiesses, that if you had a severely handi-

capped child and were abandoned by your husband, the chances
that you could then get a job that would pay enough to support

that handicapped child; or find day care for a severely handicapped
child, is not very good.

So; those would be among the long termers. =~
~ Mr. DonneLLy. That would be my criticism of thé inflexibility
within the system. That there are different financial—if we want
to call it a nuclear family, if that s going to be the code word; then
there are different financial needs within each nuclear family. We
don’t have the flexibility in that program. o
- Ms. AMIDEL. But overall welfare has provided crisis. relief, wheth-
er for 6 months; or 1 year; or 2 years; or 3 years; it tends to be
. Something like that. If we were to try and look for the welfare suc-
cess stories, we would find millions. . _

I know, in fact, of someone who_was a Presidential appointee in
" an earlier administration, whose family had been on welfare, the
father had run off and the mother decided to keep the family to-
gether, and wasn’t able to get a job right away, and supported the
children by herself: Eventually both of the children went on and
got Ph. D.’s, and one of therm ended up as.a Presidential appointee
in an earlier administration; the other child was teaching as a pro-
fessor at a university. . . . o .

_ Those kinds of stories exist all over this country. But in addition
to that really superduper star kind of success story; there are mil-
lions of stories in which somebody goes on to be a shoe salesman,
or a nurse; or a policeman; or a security guard, or whatever—wel-

fare helps families during times of crisis. And it has worked; it does™ " -

work and it works every day. ... . o
- We make it more and more difficult for it to do its job in part
because of all of these changes that we have heard about, where

N | 150
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every other week those welfare workers find that the rules have

been changed,; and they have got to do something differently. =~
But the basic notion that people without a source of income will

they become less poor. It helps them keep those families together,

“and it helps do exactly what the system was set up to do..

- Now, the notion that it has somehow also created an underclass
that is three generations on welfare; there is no evidence to sup-
port that, absolutely nope. :

. Mr: DonnNELLy: I certainly wasn't suggesting that; but I simply
think there ought-to be more flexibility. I think with the resources
that we have available in this Nation; and with the fairness of the
American people, that the resources ought to be flexible enough to
provide that individuals wouldn’t have to live in such dire circum-
stances. I am afraid there is a growing gap in this country between
the haves and the havenots, and the ladders of upward mobility
are being cut. i ' . L L
_ Interestingly erough, over the past 2 years, who has taken,
percentagewise; the biggest amount of the budget cut? It has been
the poorest people of America. When you talk about cutting middle
class programs, the programs basically of the electorate, that is
when_you get the opposition. There is very little opposition when

you start cutting. poor people, but when you get into programs like
student loan assistance; and aid to higher education, and aid to
graduate degrees—not that those programs don't have validity;
then—the storm of protest arises. The Congress reacts to the elec-
torate and reduces those proposed cuts substantially:. .
_Any chance that the poor had ever had about getting somewhere

abgve the working poor, into the middle class, has been eliminated: -

This whole American misconception about the welfare system has
to change—maybe we should hire a group of public relations
agents and change the name, or do something—and the amounts of

dollars that we spend, compared with other programs. I would like
included in the record; your analysis of the specific non-means-
testéd programs that you talked about.

I think that is an area where a_committee. like this ought to at
least make a public statement, and say that there are some inequi-
ties. I am not so sure in the long run that there should be @iny non-
means-tested entitlements. o il
~ Mr. GiNsBERG. Mr. Chairman, there are a counple of very good
tests made by the Carter administration and the Nixon administra-

tion in the aid to dependent children; the family assistance pro-

grams,; SSI and others—President Nixon called it better jobs and

income program; President Carter called it—which would have set
national stondards; and would have phased out welfare as people
became mior¢ employed, which would have incorporated the food
stamps into 1 cash assistance program—very rational systems for
taking this out of politics and providing nationally for it. -

. We haven't even addressed the inequities between States; $85 to
2100 a month for a family of four; you kinow, $5,000 is pretty good
as cash assistance in this country:. It is well above the average
AFDC payment.
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And if we are talkmg about long-range solutlons I hope that

someday those ideas will be revived and 1ncorporated into Federal
policies, I th'nk they are critical.
Mr. D()NNELLY Mr. Greensteln

up on thdt In 'I‘exas, with all of the oil revenues they have, a
family of three, a mother with two children and no other income,
the welfare pavment is a grand total of about $1,200 a;year.

The other point 1 was going to make; gettmg back to the m

retirement——_
Mr: DonnNerrty: You. can't convince me that if the American

people were aware of that statistic, that they would allow that to
happen.

Mr. GREENSTEIN. | have made 100 Speeches about 1t

Ms Amxdel The people of Texas allow 1t It was on the ballot'

lltary

they w1ll actually approprlate it:

M. DonwNErLy. You know, 1 thml( clearly there is a questlon of
leadership: It is interesting over the past 2 years wher\"the Presi-
dent has addressed the Nation, and called on them to yport_his

economlc program they followed hlS leadershlp ‘ thmk”t 7' t wasﬁa

Nation calling peoples attentloh”to thxg fact.
Mr. GREENSTEIN. Two- things, back on the m111tary retire-

ment——

__Mr. DONNELLY. Somehow I knew you were gomg to get back to

that

people one of whom shall remain unnamed; who was an official at
OMB. I said durmg the course of dinner to thls _person, Well, I

ment; how come you h'we little in mllxtary retireme: t‘m the curs

rent budget" The answer I got was fascinating. He s 3, “Well, at
‘aiv retire-

one point in time we had very parallel proposals for.

ment in the President’s 1984 budget, and Cap Weinbe: w=znt ha-
nanas and came flying out, and the military retiren:»»1 penposal
dlsdppvdred and the civil service retirement proposal .« i2iced in

the budget.”
Hopefully; there will be a more balanced look. up here: .
The other thing that concerns: me about total resources--:alling

to the futare; is I know the committee is looking seriou v i
third year tax cut. What concerns me is if after you conie it of
conference; which is likely; we have recapped the third . »: or
eliminated it, so the level of revenues one gains goes drw:~ vers
substantially, and if at the saine time, we end up after c¢.:nf. rens

outlays explode in the outyears; then if you don’t .1ave ali c" those

16



156

revenues after you come Qutfofigonf‘erence—you have a hlgh level
of military; we are going to be back in a very serious budget
crunch, whether you do all of these cuts in Social programs, or not.

And dftPI‘ 4 yedr or two you can 't get much more out of the mih-
tary; because it is too late, they.are too far down the road. The tax

stuff is in effect; and what normally happens is that sooner or

later; when the crunch is really on, the means—tested entitlements
end up coming under the gun again. .

But the message of that is the hope that in taxes and in overall
defense spending, that the Congress does ericugh this year, s¢ that
we don't find—whether it is this year, or 2 years down the road—
that we take the knife to these welfare programs again._

Mr. DonNELLY: Add to that the. oppressive debt service. If we
continue on this economic policy, the first bill you have to pay is

the first revenue dollar that goes to the debt service: That. static
debt, if you look ahead tc 1988, is just staggering, even with the
climination of the third year of the tax cut; even with capping mili-
tary spending at 3 percent real growth. And when you get back to
thuse debt service problems, it is the poorest people in the country
who suffer from it.

~ Hopefully, the resolutlon that will come out of this committee
will be much different fron: the budget that was submitted by the

administration. But we do.hiive a very serious job of salesmanship

to be done on the American people; when it comes to poor people’s
programs.

Thank you very much for your excellent testimony:

The hearing is adjourned.

[The following additional material was supplied for the record]
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STATEMENT OF
THE NATIONAL ASSUCIATION OF HOME BUILDERS (NAHB)

vefore
2

AHLES AND INDEMING

TAsy FORCE OGN ENTITLEMENTS, pncmwTHo'

CHOMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET

UNITED STATES HOUSE OF RER

P
-
4
N
—
oo
W
'

MARCH 9, 1943

Mr, Charrman and Manbers of the Conmittes

name 1§ Harry Pryde and I am a homebuil-er ¢ad debéibyéf

fro~ Geattle, wasniniton., 1 submit tais staters:t on hehalf of €58
mare than -15,900 me-bérs of the National Association of Houme Auilders

15 a trade association of the nation's homebuilding

1ndustry, of which I an President.
1 am pleasat to be anle to present © this Tasi Force a repo-t

an the mosloak for the homs butlding 1nduStry, and ofr Fla~s 09

STATHS—OE-THE HOUSI

INDUSTRY

The ﬁouéiﬁi recavery has receivsd much attention recently
as one of the only Sfi;hi §p1ES in the economic preture. 1 wduld
ajree that there 1s a real recovery although modast and frajile.
The s1.gns are mixed, but ﬁdihEng}Gﬁwéi&l
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® BUIIIIAG Petmits jumped 1§ percent in Janudary, to a rate

the January 1982 rate. This répresented

24 percent abon

ts a

tourth consecutive montn of increase, and sugjg
o iuﬂédu;y for ﬁuusxnj prodoction,  The actual number of
permits rose an Lh;‘gnu}h and WeSt betwsen November and
December,  This [AGFelidi in permit acsaeity reflects the
bullier's sease ~f optimism £or reco. - ; this yesr,

°  The annial rate for Housing starts In Jasuary soared ahove
the 1,7 million level, up 36 percent from Déembir ahd a6
Peresnt trom the January 1982 rate of 477,000,

° Gales of new éingle family hjmés in January reacned an
antual rate of 574,000 units, 51 percent over the Jangary
1Az figure,  3Sales BE eXI8ting Homes in Januiry were
up 3% perzent from a year ago, and 15 percent from e

Doacamteer rate,

°  Tne intentory of unsold nee homes has FisEd By 6 perzent
in the last three moaths, a reflection of the coafidence
B N
of builders for an e¢ondmic regovery.

In 1981 and 1982, the housinj industiy operated at its iowest
iéﬁélé of production since 1946, <©rarts in 1982 ended up at 1.07
million, about 46 percent balsw - i of the previous cycis 1n
1978, New home sales Jé}g at iﬁéif Indcéﬁrfevel since the Consus

Bureau hejan a1ts sales survey in 1983, Construction unemployment
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averaged 20 percent, thé highest level since the Bureau of lLabor

§fifisrics hejan 1ts monthly unemployment survey in the late 1440's,

Mr. Chaiirman, you co. y that we in the housing industry (with

of some of our burlders 1n Texas and other is6latad

arug;; .;;‘t_; very happy that 1942 has eaded )
4 PPy

At thid tiné, mortjaje i1nterest rates are i1n the 12 parent to

14 perconi ;3;56, substantially higher than rates in 1976 when the

industry recowerad fFGn (%S last méjor recession. It should be

st recovery is underway ~ithoit €he €ype of

noted that this

srhment asdlstince (Hrodoke-Cranstan and tax credit for home

provided to assist recovery from the 1974-75 downturn.

Vecimne 1n part fer the §18w dnd modest recovery naw occurring.

anGnics Preision has projected that governmenf-assisced

n

sroduction of all types will be down By 50 percent from 1982 to

1583, And mose of £h4f limited activity in 1983 will ne in

Fural nouSing projrans,

THE HOUSING INDUSTRY

OV TLOTK

Rased uporn NAHH'S most recent econometrié forecast, total

54 {8 axpected to 1nIrease by 31 percent to 1.33

nnuasing produ
@illian 1n 1983, Single family activity is expected €0 feach H- 000
Uit with muitifamily at éﬂi;aba. 6ur must recent foracast has

GHiFEwd some units eut of malzifanily and into sifgle Eadily:  This

is Qased upon the ass

picking dp as juickly as anticipated from the decline In Bection 8
astivity, while single family LEAAGAEIan 15 responding more dulékly
g

dun L the interést rate Jdecline
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2 acsuTptlon

cline an AAA Lang

uming o

orge £ill peréentage paine

1 thres montn Treasury Si1lls

WL rate

er 1382 and fourth gquarter 1493,

1s praje et ot Adrep by Almost thHree percentaje polnts, to Y perceoent

inothe fourtn guarter of 14y,

Mz ] % housing protaction
toora e P.4 million Lnaits in 19430 &Nf £n3ac
Tolol, ohi lustry Can anly be expucted €0 makh2 A modest contrihu-
. . 3 -

Tt bt oresavery of tne overarl economy €his podr

320,000 1n 15&5, ;_’11[ ;.;»ms'..

ot o 2d percent onoa GN° 3318 Eor résidential construztion or

il D it restdenti 1nvestment ., This merans about

Smat o 1n gonstruftion industries, plus an egual

TUTter ot s —yeat s 0 related padustries,

Pt remiln gn the S50 miltion ¢

fow years .,

Pooccane wolld e 0% fegs1mistic a3 the azttual M
1a WAl o Lae2,
M T oy the Alministration's
Tt oemilto sregests et ctts oan tne $iu0 o llioa range for FYT44

STovt . prejects o a deficie of SUIAT billion ia

ant Pt

stronj GNP jrowsth of fo2ur per

"
n
pY
-

~
o

Yt aftar fiva years of
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antually. Of «.ourse, that budjet e

Lcit is based upon Conjriess

opasals on spending and

accupting all of the administration's §

§5%es.  Eden more frijhtening are the Conjressional Budgjet Otfice
Dut-gear paseline projection of an Fy'ds detic o of $267 billion

assuming no chanjéd Erom FP'83 prograns and a 3.8 percent annual
‘rate of GNP grov .,

Of tnat size could DALy Apen the door tooa Lerious

In the n~wear future w~nilzh would wearen, 1£ nox destroy,

In order td rediféé fnésé project=d

© Ehat Conjress amd tne Atsanistratiog must

Ltens waiod have Deed raled of f-Timits

tpoem trne padger proceds.  This must include scaling fack on defense

0 ant .ot aining the soarin; ¢osts of entitiement projrans.
.

¢t of tne fei--ral oudget.

: GorirLaes PaTe an on asatlanle savings,  in the past
[P Jt.omarhets were able Looralise (ot ander Shuu billian

5290

qdent taning o

fumits, with the felderal

st ions of the defloit mean that w@é Wodld Have o

finanes k5 poertedn b ERe GNP forothe tederal govarament olone.

- : - ~

This wo: . et javestment and wedhen 1§ a0t aliort the pro-

spe .

5 affect ihe fimancial mariets. Tney spall

fi1c1ts al

ancerrainey ani jrave eoatern for €he moncy manajers as to. th>

Crwpn gaveraneat palicles.  eflcins resaltoan

-
2
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income rental hod&ifg in Ehis country. T Admimistration's voucher

ttonal hoilsing

projram will not result 1n the productinn ot ‘any ai!
in thid catejory, We Grgé triis Committee to recognize the need

tnr telersl assistance to profuction Dy providing sufticient raom for
a multifamily rental houding prodUiction projram and a modest Section

735 homeawnershisp progjran tor lowelr 1ncome tamllies,

Mroter tae Admriistration's budjet, t_helwl successful rural housing

e ome Adminidtration whald Gé vir€ually "zecoed-

15 an un«ore

SGTT AN ud, The roplacenont tor thgs prisg
jrantoen presents a redbztion in

twoH=thires,

only lsource of housing funds
Pl El

Home: projrams are th

The P
avatt toosany prriions r}t; i‘ﬁi‘a’i ,‘Cnr}rica;\ ifn:iv:r the Aio “-ation's
BTN ;rl'x; I ir'r;r;l, 1;1’,; few constructinn \%ﬁul«‘. ha virtuail, ceciaded,
I R PopetAd Bt Flgures tor the
. r

-

€123.7 Millien Sh2 Million EERIE

ot Tommittee tn g

Iow Fending f
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at h’i';.,'hi' [hmughout Lh(- country, mnayors -report tho same crisis stories; ove
whul'n’iihg increases in. citizen requesL h)r help m [)d Ny fuel bills, rent and foo
"The Lrlsls is aid Audrey Rowe, directs
¢ said thc uu is encouraging citizens -
donate I(wd Blankets :ind spdcc in their homes for the homeless by contacting t}
church-run Luther Place in downtowh sthmgton
OUsing and food problemis dre causing cities to Seek unusuul nleans - of help ]
nisters are.appealing to their congregations to share their home
., with the tity oﬁ(-rmg to pay part of the homes’ heating bills as o

i itated on land donwted by Govdwill Industries, is. set 1o open Dei:.,,l I
give emergency nightime shelter in Newdark: “'Our city hospital sdaid they will i
longer he_the dumping. ground for people who niced shelter,” and Dennis Cherot, @
rector uf \'c\mrk hvulth dnd wclfare de artment.

Bt
La_npew. popu]utmn Wc re seeing pcoplc wuh MASter's de;.,recs and doctori
but just out of luck.” Food problems are universally severe, the mayors r
“Two_years_apo, the Volunteers of America food bark in Everett | Wash
) familes in_November;’ said Fontaine Ful}.:hum of the national VO
ies have signed up for food.” Unemplo; ment in Eve

Lhe,r,c
de,ure,:.
ported.

died.

ities are, travelmg from food_ kltghen to soup lme is no wa
cals a_month.” She urged the conference to_press. Congress t
Medicaid cuts. “If Franklin Delano Roosevelt could say h
', ill-clothed and ill-fed; today, we see one-fift

1 to pass laws forbidding evic
d are appealing to the airlines an

foor 1d -to hospitals_for used blankets an
Mayor's Commlttce on_Aping . is_working with_the_ Eas
) dlstrlbute wool and felt hats to_the elderly in an attempt to ward of
a chief killer during frigid. temp
H(-ullh oHu ils rcportcd that increases in su
ion. Sey[gr,al”hedlth ofﬁcmls also wnrned that th
winter, as those whose gas and electri
ace heaters, stoves dnd candles for warmth. ‘Man:

P ¢
shut oH depend on space heaters, stoves and candles.
in our city actually froze to death Uast winter],” said John Waller, director ¢

h in Detroit. "We will be seeing that. and many people starving t
While mayors and social workers stressed the new ways their Clt1e§ are respond
ing to the need for hous most looked to W‘mhmgton for help. “The stark realit:
is that the private resources are not sufficient,” said Melanne Verveer, of the U.S
Catholic Conlerence. *“We lm)kmg for any support the lame duck Congress cai
uive us to get through this winter.”

Frnest-Morial, mayor of New Orleans, who said every bed in the city’s reseue mis
sions-and emergency -s s is full, noted, “We're not overlooking local- 1mtmt1ve
but there are harsh days ahead and moreunemployed than ever to-handle.” Addec
Tom Cooke, mayor of East Orange, N.J., “This is a ery to the federal government tc
help. We are in dire need to help the homeless people roaming our streets.”

{From the Philadelphia Inguirer, Dec. 1, 1982]

D'i-'i-‘l?'.izéi* Dizﬁi‘imé ON HE:ALTQ

L good for a strong nauon" ‘Healthy childrer
) .1lth} udulLs That ought to go without saying, but the Reagar
admlmstrmmn neither say: it nor 5 it. The Office of Management and Budget s
reliably reported to have at th, -top of its hit list for the 1984 budget the child nutri
tion pregrams already severely hit by the administration’s budgetary axe.

—The Department of Agriculture’s figures show the dimensions of the cutbacks
Thanks mainly-to cuts in federal funding, plus increased prices for school lunches.
reduced eligibility and complicated new forms that some parents don’t understand.

12,
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the number of childr
miore than three millior
[t Pennsyivania, ¢
iiniip'mﬂl law firm,.
piiinis T2 10s of the
i hi: M ites that res

rding to a survey b\ the Food Risidir
827 stude ntj”hr.lvt' been dropped Irom thc schuul luneh pro-
s0_poor that th e fr('e ?

mnd(-(l to the sury

ulh«- l SDA stud\,
half uf their (Lul\ nutrm(mdl intake )
rori't all the ad tration has targs
s Gilrendy cut by 20 percent), the Spec
pram for anun, Lifunts and Children (WIC) and that po
5 ps.-The USDA hiis even proposed eliminating, mtrll ;
5 hnr nivntilly retiarded ehildren and other res
= ln;.,s inillion. That added to the $1
5 waotld hardly ,;l

6 bl #1; that the administrition wants to sp
ciit't the administration figure out that defense also dc-

$ si;,jns
Supplcmqnt.ll Foud Pro-
.ll llr;.,(,‘ rocd

“dense pack’ s
pends on healthy pvupl - . L

Wm dnu the-LUnited Stites hiive to rclc.lrn _the le
go? lhtn }mvmu d FCOV t-rvd the larpge n

. dt(,d health problems the
federal governnient Inuu hisd the \Lh()()] lunch prog n 1‘)1(). und lollowed it up
with other nutrition progrims that virtually ended hunger
richest of nations. The Jame duck Cotigress, in the omnibus s; ing bill its lc.ldcrs
on both sides of the aisle are ransidering: would do well to resist further cuts in
nutrition pmm uns, and the hew Congress meeting in January would do even better

:i;';u;;x thes Detroit Mich ) Froe Pross, March 19RZ]
Wro ARk itk HUNGRY?

THOUSANDS OF mnml i 'ii mm’ idi& U8 SOUP KrFCHENS AND FOOD HANDOUTS MAY GET

Whvn we think 0( hunger, we U e The mmucs
. Hen be That Kind of hunger

but hunuv is a n"lity,hi:-rb nonothel(-; . It has many

m.lmlvﬂ m(m\-— ine r( mort: l]ll\ rates, C
phivsical, weakness. Many of the thousands of [)L-tmltcrs. whi tely o soup kitchens
and fond handy ir daily susténance may receive enouph. eidlories, but not
adequate nutrition. Emergency. t(md _pantries take nd gnc what lhc} can get—and
[hdt mu\ b(- frozen burritos one week and Hoste 1 he .
ry people in America’ pubhc ass
g s stand in bread lines every day? For the answers; we
(llk('(l to pey 'mls, private agencies and the hungry people thomst-lvcs
These are th
Who are the hun .
'l hc Lype of [)('()p]t' hits changed,” says- (;eor;,(' Covititree of the Southe:
“ood ( tion ISEMFCOI, . an interfiiith ageney. that coordi-
oncerned with hungery. "Its nio. loniger just the Guindon hiy
ddict who is saunteriiip in (t6-soup kitchens). Last
veir there w ¢ of senior eitizens and young ¢ adalts and young men.
Now it's w hole f nlnll]lt‘\ w hu comne in noeditije help, people whoge aneniployment has
run. out.”
They

<
=2
’?
-

like Betty Johnson of Dctmlt an. unemploymcn[ mother.
e Czlpuchin S Kitchen on Mt. Elliott for. a basket of groccrles
to feed her family. Johnson receives too- much Social. Security to qualify for food
stamps,: but not enough to feed her family for 4 mionth. They are pcople like Her-
bert Kemp, who came to Detroit because ne coiildii't find work in Chicago. He eats

12.;
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: s [‘he number may even viary vnth the time of |
mouth; manv food sl.unp roupwnﬁ
their dllotmeits. run out. Still, there are huurt-s that indicate the scope of the prob-
leni. In Micomb County. during the last quarter of l‘)Hl, the private Macomb
County  Eniergeney Food Co-ordinating Projeet m 5 million referrals to
: for emerger vod. By the at figure had jumped
+ thin fotir million referrals. Each rc!crml 15 lor emen reency food for one
person-foronedny. . T

In Wiivhie County, (ILL()Fd ng to the U.S. Census, 328,804 people ¢ living below
the otficial poverty- line in- 19749, “The numbers are beummng to indicate to us that
there are pcrhups hur.dreds of th nds of people in thi, city who are undernour-

h:

ic plight.” says Bar-
bara Parker. udnnm\l rative assistant to Detroit Mayor Coleman Young.

Aren't there governiment programs designed to set food to the needy?

There are programs, but not everyone who is in need can quuh!y. dnd there are
other problems,

lh(- most Lemmon lorm'~, of publlc (IHS; st with Dependent
st public_assist-

unce is lms(-d on i l'nmlvs average income for three prevnous months. This can
create i threesmonth gap during which a family mthout savings or other resources

» of Food Pro-

" must fend for themselves.

‘According l() the \Iuhruan Department of Social Services Offic
grams. one *higan residents recexvcs food stamps. coupons issued by~
the LS. De parlm(-nl o! Aurlcultur them to buy food. To qualify; a
per mally adequate d iblhty

; o proumm ha gl t(md over the last few years and; de-
spite the tuuuh(-r ceononiic times, many people have been dropped from the food

~.mmp roll~.

rs who have been without income. for_a_long. pen d of_time are ln
some c: ineligible for benefits. “in t ‘“a
lot of the men who worke

ear to hvlp with the bu.: ci

ely car 3
wrket, to sell the car is not going to help.” After they
ping them from receiving benefits, people_must wait
1ce. According to state Department of Social Serv-
much as a year after selling off assets before apply-
-ell of SEMFCO.

mu again. uuordmu Shlrlc\ Po
And many of the

feel guilty about dueptmg food stdmps
But for those who reccive food stamps and publlc assistance, an adequate diet is
""" ht?

insured, rig

.
meal, according to thc Ubl)A [‘hv amount of food. Stdmps,g,
mined this way: first, a set amount for living expenses is subtracted from the fam-
ily’s total monthly income; what's left is theoreti ally the amo ily |
spend on food. H that amount is less than the family needs to feed itself adequately,
as judged by the USDA's Thrifty Food Plan, then the difference is made up in food
stamps.
In [t eory, this should guarantee every food stamp recipient a mlmmally adequate

diet, but theru are problem'~

quate on d s
Plan diet must be reformul

or the 12 month penod that ended in June
1982, beaausv of ml'lanon thls ullows a lag between the amount recipients get and
the-actual cost of suek a diet.

- The actu il cost of living expenses is often much higher than the amount set by
the government: money that in theory could be spent on food, in practice must be

used for other things.

o
L2225
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ake poor choices about the foods they biy with their food
udy at_the University of Washington shows. that. low-
iticaiie ood as middle-class ; at choosing nutritious foods.

Whitit .zibont food programs other than public ind food stamps

_..Other federilly supported programs that prov
h

fumilies may ma
althouph a recent st

qnd . Children program,. sc

Meils on Wheels irid congregate dining prograt viors, and comr

grams. According to Ann Eskridge: executive dire tor_of the Statewide Nutrition

Commission, & stite dyency. thit monitors nutrition programs, none of these pro-
S 1 stration tight-

grams is able to redch @l the-people who need it Since the adm
wibitity requirements for the sc¢hool lanch program. pa

im has drop

longer participate are receiv

_ Focus: HOPE, the Detroit civil ¢

commodities to Wayne Coun

d. ereatiiig coricern ibout whether those children who no

than it was d
from the Gle
locii] business
Are current federal progr
“We feel very strongly :
hiive food: with our_ fi

1The companies receive a tax deduction in return.)

ams adequate to meet the need? : S
out_protecting the truly needy, making sire -that-the
and all of the various food

* Many locil experts involved in feeding Detroit’s hungry disagree. Schlicker says
needy people who aren’t getting @ jeqazite nutrition either aren’t making good food
choices or are failing to tuke advintage of. aviilable programs. “There are a lot of
ople who are not receiving adequate nutrition & . . just because _they do_not eat
roperly. There are ny weulthy people who dofi't cat properly; so they don’t re-
ceive adequate netrition. . . . It's what the people do with the food stamps;, what
they buy with them.”

What do people do w
~ Some o hungry
“Theoretically, the
of the Fort St. Prest r

hen they hive no food and no money to buy food? A
¢ beg. Some migrate from soup Kitchen to soup kitchen.
not starve,” nbserves-the Rev: Robert Crilley
vteriar ch operates the Open. Door, a food.a d
clothifnig. donation program on Frida F go here on Monday, there on Tues-
diiy: and so forth. But a lot of those places require a lot of walking.-It's quite a hike
from the Open. Door out to Mt. Elliott {the Capuchin Soup Kitcher:.” S
. The so-called "new poor” have a much harder time of it than the traditional soup
kitchen clieritelé; says Mr. Crilley. “Whereas the hom ; man (knows how} to sur-
¢ive On the strects . . the people who have been dumped from jobs to the kitchen
lifies iire riot aware of other places. When you ask, ‘Where do you go on other days?’
Jou get very often responses that there is no other place togo.™ -
~ Can'l the private sector—charches and other charities—take over the job of feed-
ing the hungry? - ... :
No, says Dowell, of SEMFC

he n o great. Though voluntary donations
up kitchens have increased id has risen; the soup kitchens and
1te organiz ; siriply aren’t.equipped to serve large numbers on a con-
tinuing basis. Typically, demind has tripled in.the last year at many soup kitchens.
Food pantries that used to be able to give needy families a three-day _supply of food

now ration out daily supplics. People who were orice donating are now cgming to
the pantry_ for assi » Powell said. - - - - . e
What_can_privat zens do to help feed the hingry? T
_ You can donate cash or food, and you can volunteer timé to work. You can call
the Hunper Hotline at 64-4123 and 961-4124 between 9 ara.and 5 pimi. weekdays.
Pcople there will refer you to the charitable organizations. The Hiinger Hotline is
operated by SEMFCO and sponsored by Channel 2. - T
‘Those two groups_and_Elias Brothers restaurants sponsor Operation Cani-Do,
which collects canned goods for distribution to some 16 area soup kitchens and-feod
paritries. Beginning Thanksgiving Day, you can drop off cans of food at any Elias
Brothers restaurant. The food will be distributed throughout the winter, as needed.

0
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From DS Toadas, Winlneesdas, Nov 20, T9s2

A RTREM 9N

Tiik

Opisioel Fiidane T soey

e
L WAY DOt seen sinee tln Greg 7 stovi
huve poured their lives_into a bottle nn mAny are men, \\()mg and children who
are S0 new to being. poor that the
~ This ve u i Portland. Oreg., foud hlnk h; ) p('r(.('nl
help. ‘The Salvation \.nm = trying to meet 10 percent 1 \cy
foud. nationwide - 60 percent in the nation’s capital, A p(-dl itrician d[ a Boston h0~.~
pital says_ 1= percent of his tiny _patients are malnourished, In” Brookly 1. NUY. a

hidrity reports aiding 200 l.xmlllcs a month instead of 50. In this land of
einis of storehouses: how can that

x\hvn (lrm sur[)lll\('\ ure. bun ing the s

ne m 1o pro
maore surplus food tur soup kl[Lh(‘n\ to feed the hum.:ry 7Bef0re dsklm.i “Big Brothc
in Wiashi ~.7houl(l ask themselves how much local tax money

Xp.

ted on hunnd()gglvs ayers contribute

more for the poor, Volun .
bone and divert_ every poss ar to fced the hun;.Lrw C
sure that vnou‘_:h of their Sunday ‘olleetions go to the ministry: helping the

People with money. who applauded President Repgan’s call for “volunteer-
i’ shoald answer his call by giving more than ever beiore.

Thie tederal goveiinment mast do its piart. Hunger, after all; is a national problem
N owell s . nitional disgrice. Bat.no. Amierican who is still working—and still
tig—shaiild he comiortible d@t the Thanksgiving table when so many other
Aniericins are going hungry.

ongi’c-g:,mgn,b must make

mnnw‘rm'r’*

Immbmdvd \\nh ‘.:mll

“When ipeoplet give their chlldrcnrto \\c”dr(.‘ agencies . beeduse thev can t
feed and clothe and house 'Lhcml 30 Lhmu n: verv badly wrom: in th

—W.

w've worked for 20 vears, They havc a hou:c They
vments. . To do that, they cut down-on food.”
—Christine Capito Burch, American Federation

of State, County and Municipil Employees

want 1o k(-(-p up Lh(- mort‘_:.u_:v pas

ire playing into Rewzan’s hands by increasing private feedi

the federal government is doing all it ean to shirk its responsibility.'™™
—Mark Patton, Conn. State Food Bank

“Chirches would n l_v have to trlp}(‘ or quadruplc their funding to fill the void.

It will just nat be possible for charches to do this.” .
—The Rev. K. W. Jefferson: Office of Urban Ministries

United Methodist Church

r activity while
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{From the Wastimgton Post, Wednesday, Dec 200 1082]
Disiror's Soue KifeHENS CROWDED FoR HOLIDAYS—WIth “New Poor”
(By Bill Peterson)

| Detroit “Robiert and Charleatta Whorton, like hiindreds of other people here; are

spénding the holiday season traveling from one. soiip kKitehen .to anotheér trying to
got enough to cat. 't Vi

77777 s degrading to an extent,” Whorton, 4 dignified-looking man
cd in a food line. "But it's sometliing you have to do to survive:
pride.”

expired, he and his wif

they ean no longer support them. “There are reully a lot of people with ho pl

; ace to cat,” he said. - S R .

ind his wife were at the Capuchin Suup Kitchen. set up by F

years ago at the beginning of the Great Depression. The scene.around
s like the 1930°s. Several hundred people were crowded elbow-to-

Gists. Unkempt

ace to

ls of the room and spilled into the street, waiting for
olesome looking meal of spaghettt, bread and vegetubles and. 4 sdck of food to
wome. When one chair emptied. two people were ready to fill it

ich had o hard-luek story.

1id the places they work operate only two or three s a week. and

unable to support their Tamilies on their wages, Others said they'd been
om various welfarce programs, and-still others siaid they siniply couldn’t make
ends meet with welfare payments and food stamips. One man of 28 siid heé. hadn't
been able to find a job for three years and sleeps edch night in a different aban-
ling."I'm hungry. 5o | come here,” he said. R
A sibsyear-old mother of five said she worked it a nedrby plant that manuafactured
hospital garments until it shut down last June.. I used to hear ubout. the monks’
place a long time ago. but I didn’t ever think 1'd hive 16 corie. here.” she said: She
suid the $201 unemployment check she receives.every two weeks ‘doesn’t leave me
money to buy food after I pay-all the bills © .. It gets very stressful. It just worries
me all the time. My situation is going downhill every week. and I just wonder where
['ll-be in six months.” - - . S . JE
The Capuchin-Soup Kiteherni.is oiie of the largest and oldest in_the Midw
1979 4 fed 121564 people. The 1982 figire will be @bout 500,000, aceording to Execu-
tive Director Liewis Hickson:-The. elientele y has changed dramatically. he said.
“The-dverige dge used to be 55 Todiiy it's more like 30 because of the economy and
lavoffs.” . . . . . e
Other soiip kitchens and food pantries in the Detroit area report similar increases
is the recession deepens and the impact of _cuts in_federal food programs widen
The Sitlvii Army's Harbor Light Center; for example. fed from 200 to 300 people
el night i vedr #go. Now the range is 300_to 500. At nearby Cass Methodist
Chiirch, whieh feeds 700 people each week. the Rev. Ed Rowe said. “For ever
person we feed: we turn one away because we don’t have any food to give them.’
Michigan's econoniy, o _long dominated by_the sagging auto industry, is so bad
that Gov. Willianm G. Milliken recently declared that a ‘human emergency’” exists
it the state; and ordered an. unprecedented 49-point plan to help provide food and
shelter to the needy this winter. The crisis is particularly acute in Detroit. where on
the same day that Milliken announced his program a man wearing only a T-shirt
and pants was found dead in a doghouse. . - -
_ According to_the mayor's office. 25 percent of Detroit’s work force is unemployed.
the same percentage as in 1933. One in every three residents is on some ferm of
public_assistance, a 20 percent increase in three months. One in five families has an
income below the federal poverty line. and 6,000 people are homeless. -
_ Few _places are in such bad shape, but emergency food programs across the coun-
try report dramatic increases in hunger problems. even in cities thought immune

-are

! 15

nployment benefits had run out and they had no place else to ‘
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major metropolitan_areas, including. dehmmon D.C. In. Tucson. the Rev Charles
Woods, director of the Community. Food Bank; said that each day his group supplies
emergency food boxes to 150 to 180 needy fumilies; a 55 percent increase over a.year
apo. The food bank; supported. by the United Wiy and local governimient; will dis-
tribute 2 million pounds of food this yedir, he saidl

In Silt e City, Steve Johmnson, dlr(-ctor of Utahang qumst Hunger said hlS
caselodd his more thnn doubled lhlb year. “We're seeing a new type of poor here,”
he _sinid: “They dren’t your nornial, streetwise poor. A lot of them come from the
industial Midwcst dnd. the Northesst. They hear there is work- out -here. So they
load everything up in-the back of the car or pickup and head West. The get here
and lher( 's no “ork Thclr car bredks down dnd they run Gut of r money

emcrgcncy food from her | ;.,'rpgp which opcmtcs through 62 fcod puntries, increased
Xl percent during the first eight months of the year, and lust month a record 2,356

families received food.
In St. Louis, Bill Donomn dir
lhrough %5 churches ¢
This is beginning to
Most of the fo rt ofy
have trouble meeting needs and have placed limits on how often famllles can re-
ceive food. High unemployment is the most, frequently cited reason for the upsurge

ks in.federal food programs. also piayed a kéy role; officials S§y;,,ih'
billion. v<is cut from the food stamp program, making 875,000
'lc for ass ic ;,Cut's in various nutrition prograins, including school

. totaled $1.3Y. billion. “The r(.}il Christman bi‘LSbht Congress and Reagan
pave 10 poor pcuplo thxs year is they won't be able to eat,” said Nancy Amidei, direc-

Many of the-a gcncnes that manage
cuts. Many had, for example, bolstered their volunteer staffs wnth workers paid for
with Lomprehensnve 'Employment and Training Act (CETA) and Community Service
ration funds, St. Louis’ Hunger Hotline, which received 14,000 requests for
y food last year, lost 20 workers when these programs were cut, according

» m-

sohol and. drug problemq were on the
't there,” said Capt, John C. Ma

! i J

ald, administrator. o" thn center “Qur government money is being gradually whit----
tled away. We're stretched bevond our resources.

. The.Salvation Army operates its soup. kitchens in good_times and bad. Ghurches
and othier groups have opened soup kitchens to respond to the immediate need.
Donald Davis; 40; said he beliéves thiey are a godsend. “If it weren't for the
churchies; a lot of people would be stirving,” he said as he visited one Detroit soup
kit¢hen. earlier. this mionth,. . . . . . .

_A fiither of three, he sdaid he hasn t had a rexzular }ob sirce 1979, when he was lald
off as $8.09-an-hoir aiito parts production worker. He had been getting food
stamps Mediciid-benefits, he said. but-lost them when he received -a workmahn's
compensduon umnt Now he and his wite have .}pphed for Aid to -Funiilies ‘with De-

fits.
“He said he is three months be hmd in his rent and that other bllls are stacking up.

His only income comes from using his car to ferry neighbors around the city. “I
used to say 1 wouldn t work for under $8 an hour,” ke said. “Now i'd take anything

but nothln;.,' is open.’
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(From the United Methodist H:-;mr;u;_ Jan 2801

OKiAHOMA CriurcHEs Grapelk Wit PoverTty, HUNGER

T ATEWIF INTERFAFTH GROUP CALLS FOR MORE INTENSE LOBBYING PRESSURE BY
2 CHRISTIANS

fiditor's note: This is the latest in i series of news_features the Reporter staff is
developing regarding special efforts by United Methodists and other Christians to
confront severe ceonoinic hardships caiised by clianges in government policy and the
economic downturn. Readers are encourijged to suggest other stories which are suffi-

ciently unique to justify reporting on a national basis.]

(By M. Garlinda Burton)
hout Oklihoma, hunjer chisels tired lines into the faces

Oklahoma City—=T
of people like Josephi I o - - - L R

Hanger and malnutrition are so widespread here that 13.4 percent of the popula-
tioi can't purchase an adequate diet. Ten percent of the population have been rated
“high natrition risks.” . :

Giveri the facts of life—
""" tjor denom 1
bulisved to.be anprecedented among state and regional interfaith bodies, to deter-
itic jist how zesere hunper and poverty are in_Oklahoma, what chirches are
duinijz about it, ahd whiit they can do beyond emergency relief.

\th—the Oklahoma Conference of Churches,

LOBBYING INTENDED

_ The Rev. Max Glenn, execative director of the confi ce hurches, said the
report on hunger in 19¥2 was designed in part to mobi shuj nd other agen-
¢ies to provide more emergency food dnd assistance More importantly, he said, the
conference of churches has tried 1o prompt the religious community to lobby and

s tr

petition state legislators to provide more sissigtince for hungry people.
" “We are piloting a project in the 10 puorest counties in the state;”
Reporte f » pulling together church representatives and social serv
people into_cooperatives. Each co-op would provide emergericy .aid, referral services
and resources for needy people in each community throughout the state.
“We are asking 316,000 from each of our member churches nationally for the first
- arid we'll reduce our requests for national assistance as local conferences and
tories pick up the programs,” Mr. Glenn s .
Ifi. general; he said, the Okl churches kable job” in feed-
,,,,, e $8 million in emer-

v food aid. Demands on church food closets and emergency programs_in 1982
ed 136 percent _over the previous year, Mr. Glenn said; “There was_an enor-

ol .1

iious increase in_outreach., Many of the-churches-in-rural-areas. were just_about ...

drained;” headded. - - - . . .

Bat besides emergency aid. Mr. Glenn said he hopes Oklakomi church people will
becomie more active lobbyists for tncreased government assistaiice for the poor. "It is
tot:illy anrealistic to expe ches to provide for the total public welfare,” he
siid: The. conference_of churches report indicated that if chiirches attempted to
imake ap the projected loss of 392 million in federal aid to the st.ite’s indigent_people
in 1983 it would_ require an additional $20,000 increase from each of the 4,600

chiiréhes in, the stat

“In the charches we have enough numbers to make our legislators stand_up and
tike fiotice: While we. increase emergency aid-in ouf local commauriities; I hope that
Chiristians will go beyond making nice-sounding statements in. sur. churches_and
conferefices and write |etters: to state representatives and to the President if we
hiive to be asking them to do theirjob.” - - - - - . R

The bleak. picture in Oklahoma is only a dark reflection of a. national crisis; ac-
¢ording to.Nancy Amidei, director of the Food Resenrch and Action Ceriter (FRAC)
based ini . Washifigton. ‘Officially there are 32 million people. in the United States
living below the poverty_level (57,412 annually for a family.of four) and another 12
million. living barely above the line,”’ she said. “The churches are really. being_hit
hard with demiands and they are doing a great job. But it’s still riot eniongh to offset
the federal badget cuts. *‘Food stamps reach cnly about 20 millioi. people,” she said.
“For those who have absolutely no other income, food stamps provide, at.most; only

0 cerits per person per meal, The average is 45 cents per person per fmeal:

19-585 O—R3——0 1' ]
(VRS

cided to act. 1t sponsored a state-wide study,
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“GETTING IT” FROM BOTH SIDES
- 'S0 chiirches are getting it from all sides,” Ms. Amidei told the Reporter. “At the
first of the month they are helping people who have no food stamps and by the ernd
of the nmionth they also are giving food to those whose food stamps have run out and
fiext month's haven't arrived.” - T T
-She. hailed the conference of churches' report as a very ecessary “‘next_step” in
ifectinigy public policy on behalf of the poor. "To my knowledge it's the only state
report by a church body. Equipped with that kind of knowledge; churches can affect
policy at all levels—not just by giving aid but by telling legislators that if they're
not concerned with feeding starving people, they can’t represent the churches,” she
Oklahomans say the poor and hungry reflect both old problerss. and
ion of thousands from. northert
; ch of | ahomans bave devastated urban
areas. The Rev. Kenneth Howard of the United Methodist Urban Ministries . in
Tulsa-said the number of people needing emertency food and other aid has tripled
since he became the head of the ministry three years ago. ; -
-“We help about 70 families a day now. We fed 5,000 _people in 1982, he said:
“Most of our people don't qualify f ind of aid because they are sleeping i
tents, on the streets, in cars and abandoned buildings. You have to have an address
in order to yet food stamps, and many of them have no money and ii6 place to stay.
They have only the clothes on their backs.” The Tulsa Ministry is supported entire-
ly by United Methorists at the local church district and conference levels:
- The UM-supported Skyline U Ministries in Oklahoma City has seeri 4 99 pei-
cent increase in people needing assistance in_the last year; said director the Rev.
Benson. The program_opera

Theo "Doc” Benson. The five food pantries in differenit sections of
the city. For many other Oklahomans; especially in rural areas, the paverty and de-
spair have been fucts of life for several generations. Ethnic minorities have had spe-
cial hardships, said David Adair of United Methodism’s Oklahoma Indian Mission-
ary Conference, . _ ]
_Mr. Adair said, "This report shows that many countiss being hit the hardest have
large Indian populations. The unemployment rate_ for our_people is traditionally
very high. I'm from Adair County (second highest in poverty according to the
rgbb.rgé and it's been like that since the 1930’s. The Great Depression hit and jast
carried on.

‘ [Frori the Waskingion Post; Mar. 1. 1043]
'MAYOR OF CLEVELAND BESEECHES U:S: FoR ADDITIONAL Foop Aib
(By Margaret Engel)
_Cleveland; Feb. 28—# House subcommiittee attempting to. mvasiire the extent of
erica’s hunger came to Cleveland today and heard the city s Republican-mayor —

] ment warehouses over to the
city's 105,700 unemployed: “There is 1o community in the nation that has done
more to_help itself.” said Mayor George Voinovich, who said 8- tons of vegetables
were raised by Comprehensive Edacati~n and Training Act (CETA) workers in 180
city gardens in_vacant lots last year. o - o L .
_'But_we have _reached the end;” he. said. We canriot see cutbacks in.federal niitri-
tion programs that will knock the legs from urider this community.”. He asked that
the gove 's butter and cheese giveaways be éxpanded to incliude stockpiled
stores of 16 additional commodities; such as rice, corn, oats and wheat,. .. . ...
_.The situation_is sc desperate_in Cleveland that farmers from Grand Forks, ND:
promised this week to send 55,000 pounds of elbow macaroni. to the city in the
i ghout the city—where unemployment climbed to 15 percent : s many -
laid_off _workers—churches arnd charities have

T ~plead for the federdl goverPmant to turn 16 ware

major manufacturers permane
opened more than two dozen new soup kitchens. ___ ___ ..
_. The subcommittee arrived at_a sensitive time—the end_of the month; when food
stamp benefits have been exhausted and four _days before_Social Security checks
arrive. Seven House members; all Democrats except for Rep. Bill. Emerson of Mis-
souri, heard church, labor and welfare officals state that April 1 would bring a new

food crisis as the winter prohibitions against utility shutoffs end in many states: .
“We'll have major shutoffs of utilities in April and pecple will struggle for
months to find money to get utilities back for winter;” suid John Mattingly of the

Interchurch Council, a group of 700 Protestant churches in Cleveland. He noted
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that 151,000 people in northern Ohio are scheduled for itility shutoffs. “That money
will come from their diet,”’ he said. - S - il
" A parade of witnesses, many of whom included prayers in their testimons. filled
the downtown church where Rep. Leon E; Parietta (D, Calif.) termed their. reports ‘‘a
national shame.” The Rev. Robert Begun, director.of the Hunger Seryice Center of
the Catholic diocese of Cleveland, said Clevelanders routinely wait two hours for
free government cheese and butter. . . S
_ The stress of waiting in line for food may have contributed to the death of Fred
Barker,. 67, who died Thursday. of a heart attack while waiting in a Salvation Army
cheese. line on.Cleveland's east side, “He was in need of food,” Don MacMurdo of
the Salvation Army said of Barker. “He died at the end of a very long line.”
_ At Metro. General Hospital, a public_facility; there were 619 low birth-weight
bubies ini 1982; an increase of 109 from 1981, reported Christine Shenk, a nurse mid-
wife at the hospital. ___ ___ ___ . -
_Requests for emergency. formula, given to infants judged to be inadequately nour-
{shed. increased 162 percent in December.1982, compared: with a similar period-in

1980, Shenk said. “We know that low birth-weight babies risk having a lewer intelli-
gence; three_times_more birth defects and retardation,” she said. “We'll all be
pai‘(ing,ihe price lateron.” = - 0 c T
" Euclid, a middle class suburb of 100,000 with 20 percent unemployment, opened
its first food distribution center this year. Covernment butter and cheese. had been
distributed through churches to gﬁvoid)fthe public stigma of -receivinig free food. “Our
older residents in some instances have resorted to shoplifting toi """
hungry,” said Walter Hoag, director of the city’'s food programs. “God help us for
letting this happen.” - = S
Demand for food is so gréat =i St. Patrick’s Chiirch that 100 people wait in.its

basement while another -100 eai a hot mieul upstairs; Mark Brauer, director of the

church seating, said the demand reqiiires him to give individuals only one-quarter of
the government's five-pound block of cheese. Ll
" The city's Inter-church Council, which runs 16 food distribution_centers;_opened
three sites in- November to provide hot meals oni the last six days of the month. Be-
cause of the 2,500-person waiting list for the womer, infant and _children’s (WIC) nu-
trition Vbj'b}{;{i'}'.ii'h in Cuyahoga Colrty, the ceriters will begin stocking infant formula
next month. .

~ Foop AIp ror DeTROIT ,
 Detroit—Sixty-eight CARE. packages from Frankfurt. West Germany, have
cleared Customs and are ready for distribation to the. poor and hungry of Detroit,
officials said. The packages contain 1,300 pounds of food, vitamins and clothing.

- .Mr. DonNELLY. Thank you very much. - - — .. - .. -
__Leon Ginsberg, from the American Public Welfare Association.
—._Without_objection, .we will insert your prepared remarks in the -
record: ‘ T
STATEMENT OF DR: LEON_H. GINSBERG, COMMISSIONER, WEST
VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF ‘ELFARE  AND PRESIDENT,
AMERICAN PUBLIE WELFARE ASSOCIATION
Dr. Ginsserc. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
[ am commissioner of welfare in West Virginia, and the presi-

dent of the American Public Welfare Association, which represents

the State and local human services agericies throughout the United
States, as well as 7,000 individual members. Most of us are respon-.
sible for the administration and delivery of welfare benefits and
services; including AFDC and food stamps to the poor.
" I have a prepared statement that 1 have submitted to the task
force, and I just want to touch on the highlights in my oral re-

- marks. - .
_The message we want to convey today is simple: We. don’t think
that AFDC and food stamp recipients should pay any higher price
for economic recovery than they already have during the past 2 -
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years of budget cutting. And we dol think that State and Jocal
governments; through their own welfare programs; such as general
assistance; should be. forced to compensate for a national economic
policy that has been indifferent to unemployment and poverty.
.. I represent a State that has the highest unempleyment in the
United States at this time. And I guess our conditions are best rep-
resented by the fact that we have distributed 6 million pounds of
surplus cheese and butter in West Virginia to people who are gen-
erally too proud to stand.in line for food: o

I would echo some of Ms. Amidei's comments before.
_ Let me give you a quick summary of some of our reactions to the
administration’s. proposals. .First, of those pertainirnig to work, the
most _controversial proposal is that there be mandatory workfare .
and_job search for AFDC and food stamp recipieiits. S
~We oppose this in_the American Public Welfare Association.
Again; 1 would tell you that our State has one of the more success-
ful workfare programs. It has been featured in the Wall Street
Journal ana People magazine. Ms. McMahon referred to it this
morning, and she and I have been in lots of communication about
it. , : S
- On the other hand, I still beiieve, and our association believes
that the States should have the option to institute workfare, job
search; and other technigues to help recipients move into gainful
employment. We don’t know what works best and the same things
don’t work best everywhere.__. . - S
~_We, for example, in West Virginia; would be happy to reinstitute
the old title V program from the OEO days of the 1960’s and
1970’s, it worked well for us. It won’t work well everywhere. We
think that this country is very diverse; and should have options.

In the ared of work incentives, the administration proposes to re-

place the 18-percent earnings disregard in the food stamp program

with a flat work expense deduction of $75 a month, which would be

prorated for part-time workers. = . S ,
We prefer percentage disregards, because actual dollar amournts

..are harder to. administer. Also percentages are more sensitive to...
the. work experience increases that comie about because of inflation
and increased work hours and earnings. = . o :

There is also a proposal to cutoff families who are broken up be-
cause the parents are looking for jobs in places where there might.~

be jobs. We opposed that one; too: We think that when people leave

home, they do so to support their famiilies, and they should not be

penalized. o o I o o
There is also.a .proposal to redefine the AFDC tnit to include

any parents and all minor related children. We supported this last

year, but_we are not sure we will this year and will await the ad-

ministration’s actual legislation before deciding.

There is also a proposal in food stamps to define the household

as all people living at the same address. We have reservations
about that, too.. .= = . ) I o )
-We also thirik that the proration of shelter and utility costs in
AFDC—another administration proposal—is something that we
ought to lock at very carefully before doing it. o
_._Our basic_concern is_that these relentless changes. over the
- years—the past 2 and 3 years—have led to great difficulties in ad-
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ministering programs, including increased errors. We think that
things ought to be left alone for a while, so that we can find out

what things work best and can administer our programs with some
ifitelligerice. Error rdtes go up when we don't know what we dre
doing: and our staffs are cenfused. ] o .
__In the eligibility area, there is unother proposal to cut AFDC
benefits to families when the youngest child reaches age 16. We
think this is & mistake betduse miuny of these families consist of
mothers who have had very little aitachment to the labor force.

if they are enipleyable; and if they are not, they need another
source of aid: not the termination of AFDC.. o
~_There are two othei" proposals in food stamps which bear men-
tioning; one would provide automatic eligibility for AFDC recipi-
ents, and the other would give AFDC families standardized bene-
fits: We, generally: support the ides of automatic food stamp eligi-
bility_for AFDC recipients. We have reservations to standardized
henefits: because we think .hat they could be administered in a
way that would penalize AFDC families.
I will conclude iny statement by discussing some of the adminis-
tration’s proposals to simplify some of the income deductions in
food stamps, and to make the States pay the full costs of erroneous
benefits above 3 percent.
. We fuvor streamlining inconie deductions; but. we have a very
hard time supporting the elimination of the shelter deduction in
the manner. recommended by the administration; namely, wiping
out the deduction for excess shelter cost and providing only a small

apward adjustment in the standard deduction to compensate for
the_ loss. Many houscholds in the Midwestern and Northeastern
States; where fuel and housing costs are higher would be severely
and unfairly disadvantaged by this. There must be a better way to.

“simplify the deductions:

~ And Wwith regird to the error tolerance, I am sure you krow that

‘those of us.who administer State and local programs have great

difficiilty with the error tolerarice issues. This proposal, we think,

" is just @ buck door attempt to-make-States share in the cost of food - —-

year: which. require the States to achieve a 5-percent -tolerance
level, should be maintained. That provides enough impetus for us
to do the best we can to reduce errors. : )

_In conclusion, please do what you can to keep these programs
from. being arbitrarily changed again. Every time we find out how
to administer the progriams and get the word to the field, the pro-
grams change again. This is a great problem for all of us who ad-
niinister the programs and those who are on the line with our cli-
ents. Our clients suffer, our States suffer; and it is needless for any
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ings, Mr. Chairman. I will be glad to discuss these issues further; if
you see fit:

[Testimony resumes on p. 146.]

[The prepared statement of Dr. Ginsberg follows:]

PKEPARED STATEMENT oF Lron H. GINSBERG

My name is Leon Ginsberg, and I am commissioner of ‘he West Virginia Depart-
ment of Welfare. I am also President of the Board of Directors of the
American Public Welfare Association, on whose behalf I am testifying here
today.
children (AFDC) and food stamps. Our National Councils of State and Local
Public Welfare Administrators will be meeting the week after next to construct
more detailed responses to the administration's plans than I am able to
provide today, and they will share their views with you and your colleagues
at that time. As part of this effort, the state administrators will also
be developing some alternative FY 84 proposals. A preliminary list of
these alternatives is attached to my testimony. We hope that it Will
be possible to transmit a final set of Such recommenditions by the end
5F the month:
The American Public Welfare Association represents the nation's state

and local human service agencies, and some 7,000 individual members, most

- of-whom have responsibility for administering and delivering welfare benefits - -

-and services--including AFDC 2nd food stamps--to. the poor. It was an . - ..

economic’ crisis much iike the one we face today that brought the Aéébtiation
into being more than 50 years ago. State, local, and federal welfare
Gfficials discovered they sharéd a common purpose in trying, under the

dire circumstances of the time, to provide jobs for those who could wWork;.

and food, clothing, and sheifér for those who éither coutld not or, if

they did work, could not earn enough on which to live. It was a courageous

P |
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of unprecedented proportions to make us realize our moral responsibility

Mich has tkanspi;éd in the intarvening years; both good and bad. The
Biiblic welfire progras spawned in that era have become the fuundation

Of a natiorwide walfare system which has eradicated the worst consequences
6F econsiiic insecurity. Admittedly; it is far from perfect. Inconsistent
treatment of different groups of peaple, overly compiex rules--these things
still plague it; and we can only hope that time and effort will help us
overcome them. Yet, the welfare system today works for millions 6f peoples
ana the policymakers who Shape it and we who administer it must do everything
in our power to see that it keeps working.

Now, perhaps more than anytime since the Great Depression, our welfare
programs are needed: With some 11 million people out of work and many

6f then exhausting unemplayment benefits every day, programs such as aid

against utter destitution for families and individuals, many of whom have

never known poverty before. Preliminary findings of a survey we have

done of the states on the recession's impact on income and medical assistance

véﬁaw clearly that these programs, as well as programs financed solely

by states and localities, are being called upon increasingly to respond
to the need:
o Even with the substantial budget cuts in 1981 and 1982, AFDC
costs tnis year are expected to rise at least four percent
over last year's expenditures in the 30 states that fiave 0
far respondad to the survey. While spending for single-parent

o |
Qo
C.
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families is projected to increase two percent, the cost of
providing benefits to two-parent families where the primary
garner is unemployed=-an option which fewer than half the states
families seek welfare after their unemployment campensation

rins out. The caseload of intact families with an unemployed
breadwifiner Ras swelled by m6re than 25 percent since Deceriber
1980: ”

Foo0d $tamp berefiEs--which have been cat even more deeply than

AF&E the past two years--are anticipated this year to cost 12

L Beginning in about June of last year, the food stamp caseload
for most of these states started to grow and ended calendar
year 1982 three dercent larger than it was in December 1980.
Growth was twice as high among households net receiving cash
assistance such as AFDC and supplemental security income, as
it was among those that do receive it.
Finally, general assistance costs for the 21 states reporting
on this program have grown by almost 20 percent since FY Bl.
Arid the number of genaral assistanice cases if these states is

up by a2 fourth over the December 1980 caseload. A* least some

of this growth can be attributed to the reductions that have

beeri ade in federal programs like AFDC: That is; needy families
because they no longer qualify ander the stricter eligibility

criteria now opérééing in fé&éfél]& financed programs.
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What these statistics say, i that thie rieed to reduce the federal deficit
can no longer be used to argue for further erosion of irreplaceable welfare
programs. AFDC and food stamp recipients--whether part of the so-called
Hiew poor or the 61d--must not be made to pay any higher price for economic
recovery than they already have the past two years. Nor.should states
through their own welfars programs; to compensate for a national economic .
we call poverty. Indeed, as Congress prepares to appropriate sorely needed
funds for job creation and humanitarian aid, nothing could bé more perverse
than simultaneously cutting AFDC and food stamps, two of the established
programs on whi:h needy families most depend for their susterance:
It distresses those of us who work in public welfare to be confronted
orice again this year with proposals calling for substantial budget reductions

in AFDC and food stamps. Many of the administration's recommendations

have already been rejected by.Congress the last two years for a viariety

of reasons. Others, although new, suffer from liabilities, not the ledst
being a further paring away of benefits to low-income people. Al thoagh

in social policy. most of che administration's suggested changes would

cause mc ‘e harm then good.

PROPOSALS THAT AFFECT WORK

I would 1ike to begin our specific comments on the administration's FY
84 AFDC and food stamp budget requests by discussing those proposals that
0 area has attracted as much attention Znc concern as the interaction

{556 O—Bi——id 17
3.
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between work and weifare.” The administration has pushed aggressively

engaged in work-type activities while receiving public aid. By contrast;
state and local public welfare officials have urged caution.

Perhaps the most controversial proposal the administration makes this

year is mandatory comminity work expérience, otherwise known as workfare,

for employable AFNC and food stamp recipients--a proposal which has been
consi<tantly turned aside by Congress. At present, states have the option
to establish workfars programs; 35 well us other work activities such

as job search; training; wage supplementation and the like. Congress

has given the states this flexibility for tws basic reasons: 1) té allow
states to tailor work programs to the unique needs of their welfare populations
effective for what groups of people. Mandatory workfare would fly in

the face of both.
My department operates a workfare program for AFOC recipients. So far

it is working well; and we have hiope that it will become an important

vehicle through which some dependent adults can gain a foothold in the

labor market, especially if the economy improves. Yet; we are only one
state, and our experience ts as yet too limited for drawing firm conclusions
about th? usefulness of workfare. I am certain that most other states
running such programs are in the same situation. There are simply too
many questions, as yet unanswered, about the cost of operating workfare
and the value Of the work experience gained by participants to say definitive-
1y WHat this approdch can accomplish in the way of employability and welfare

savings.
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lh ddditicn; it ig important to keep in mind that workfare is only one

among a num5e of pproaches to the employment problems faced by welfare
recipients Training' job search; job placement, supported work, wage
§opéfdfzatxon. basic education, are'ail teChn1ques which merit thorough

testing alongside workfare.

.Until these tests are done and our Questfons about what techniques work

best for whom are sa ¢ factorily answered: acceptance of mandatory workfare
w11 amoant to ifttle more than a leap of faith and high costs to the
public with 1ittle benefit in return.

Obviously, the same can be sajd for mandatory job search by AFDC and food
stamp applicants, which the administration is also proposing. Job search

can be 4 cost-effective technique for some people--particularly those

_wWith prior work experience--and for areas where a sufficient number of

jobs exist: But it w!ll probably not work for everyone, and can become

i excessive cost to local welfare agencies, applicants, and employeks

if there are no jobs to be ?oomo The current state option to require

joE search, granted last year by Congress, is the mot senswble p011cy

and should be preserved.

The incentive to work has been a key target of administration reforms 5 ”
The ariount 6f earnings disregarded in AFDC for work expenses and incentives
has been greatly limited: and the fuod stamp earnings disrégard has been
reduced from 20 percent to 18 percent. For FY 84 the administration

wants caagééE; to replace the 18 percent disregard in fo6d Stanps with

a flat.work expense deﬁoction Gf $75 3 month For Houseks1ds with foli-time
workers and a smaller amount for those with only parf t1me workers. It

argues that th1s change would 51mp11fy benef1f determination and br1ng
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food stamps more into Iine with AFDC; which already uses & $75 work expense
disregard.
We seriously doubt this proposal will accomplish what the administration

threefold. First; we fail to see how a work experse deduction bised on

;2 flat dollar amount can be a simplification. Currently; gross earnings

are simply multiplied by 18 percent to obtain the amount of the earnings
disregard. The administration's scheme would require workers to regularly
verify the number of hours worked to determine whather to prvrafé the -

$75 dediiction for part-timé workers, a far more involved procedure. Second

the nroposal does not really comport with AFDC policy. Every worker in

AFLZ families row receives a work expensé deduction. Under the administration's
plan; there woiild be only one deduction ailowed per food stamp household,
regardless of how many fembers work. And third, we doubt that, even 17

each employed food staiip recipient received an earnings disregard, the

amount of $75 would be adeguite; or wWould Femain adequate for long. .
The value of a percentage deduction is that it automatically adjusts for
inflation in the costs of working as well as the higher expenses associated

with increased work hours and higher earnings: State and local welfare

policy.
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Fiially; the administration would like t6 bar AFDC to familigs when &

parent leaves Home to lgok for or maintain employment: A similar proposal

was adopted last year; denying assistance to families if a parent is

absent solely due to military service: We think we understand the administra-

search, ?é well as actual employment, the new policy would tend to discourage
parents; from looking for work other thanin their own community. Moreover,

in td;‘éy'é troubled economy many low-income mothers and fathers are tempbkariiy
take a job elsewhere. This is more economical and less risky than moving

the whole family. What possible good can come of denying AFOC under these
Circufistances? We suspect very little. There 15 also a practical difficalty
W'lfh fhé ﬁrﬁﬁﬁéii EVéh 1f some ﬁé'ré'n’fE 30 iéé\'lé home for ieSS fhan above-
board reasons; how is a public welfare worker to know this? Aside from

blatant cases of abuse; the determination of good or bad reasons would

largely amount to guesswork. Needless to say, in a program closely safeguarded
by due process and equa} protection standards, there is little room for
guesswork of this kind.

PROPOSALS THAT AFFECT ELIGIBILITY

I would Tike to now turn to a series of proposals that affect who would
be and who would not be included in AFDC and food stamp households. For

more people counted in determining eligibility and benefits, preferring



138

to deny eligibility to those believed capable of supporting themselves.

Some of the initiatives that have been enacted; such as counting the income

of step-parents in AFDC; are a proper step toward more equitable treatment

of families in similar circumstances. Others--for example, denying aid

to §i&éF children still in high school--seem shortsighted and out of touch
with the realities of our society. This year's budget package offers

" a mixed bag as well, although we are inclined to believe that most of
the proposals it contains would not necessarily be improvements.
Two of the propbsaié would éﬁéﬁgé the basic definition of an eligible
gnit in AFDC and food stamps. The one affecting AFDC would require counting
in the unit any parents and all minor sibiings (except SSI recipients)
living with a child applying for or receiving aid. The food stamp provision
would mandate that all persons living at the same address--except, elderly
individuals who purchase &ad_prépare food separately or persons who would
otherwise be disqualified by the actions of others--be considered as one
household.
of an AFDC family, mainly because it would be fairer to all recipients by
more accurataly reflecting a family's true financial circumstances. Cirrently,
a parent or caretaker can exclude from the AFDC unit children who Have

. other income, say, from child support or social secirity dependents' benefits,
in ordér to increase the Family's total combined income, that is AFDC
circimstaces; with no sich outside income, would receive only the AFDC
beriefit and have; in effect; disproportionately less income. Under last
year's proposal, both the needs and the income of the children who had
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income as the family with no outside income. We do understand, however,
that the FY B4 budget prn~-dsal in this aréa differs significantly from
135t y8a-~'s. We areé con-érréd about the impact the new proposal may have

on families with thiee genérations present in the home and on relatives

whether to lend their support to the proposal this year.

The situation with the food sStanip household definition is somewhat different:

a single household; on the assumption that; since they are closely related,

-they more likely than not purchase and prerare food together. All other

persons must demonstrate that they purchase and prepare food separately:
or else they, too, are counted as one household. The administration wants
to teke the household definition a step further by no longer allowing

unrelated persons to apply separatel’y under any circumstance.

and benéfiis; and would maké'it praciicéliy impossible for peéple liviné

under ihe same roof io reééivé hofe %066 éiéﬁﬁs Ehéﬁ Eﬁéy éfé aué, %E

‘also has clear flaws. It presumes that unrelated persons who live together

also buy and eat food together, yet nc evidence is offered to substantiate
this presumption enough that it could reliably serve as the basis for
changing current policy. While we believe a successful argument can be
made for assuming that related people do or should share food, the fé;t

is that unrelated people nave a more tenuous social, and no real legal,
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obligation to one another, and it may be overstepping the boundaries of
federal policy to imply otherwise, as the proposed definition does. This
shirtcoming may be of particular impact currently, since it appears that

3 'growing number 6f poor families and individuals are moving in with others

because they cannot afford to live entirely on their own. Perhaps, the

most sensible thing Congress could do would be to let the current Household
definition--which was establisked only last year--stand for a while, 50
that we have a éhénée io find oui how well it wbrké béfOré moving ahead
with major changes in it. '

AKin to these definitional changes is the proposal to mandate prorating
shelter and utility costs when AFDC families reside with others. The
EFFEEE Of Ehis CHANGe woald bé to lower berefits to thesd families on

the ﬁrémiéé'that Ehéy do riot pay full shelter and Uiiiity experises. At
nresent, state; have ihé cptiOn to do ihis; énd we beiiév@ iheré are soundi

reaééné Eo siay with ihe opiion; raiher than mbve Eb a méndéie; For oné

that do not now fully cover these costs in their AFDC need standards and
payment levels. A mandate would disregard this and force the hand of

states that would probably otherwise avoid proration as an undesirable

cut in benefits. In addition, proration runs counter to the simplified
years, since shelter and utility costs would have to be catculated separately
rather than standardized within the flat grant. The separate calculation
Woild Make the program more errc--prone and increase administrative costs:

Consequently, we believe the decision to prorate or not is best left to

) 14,
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Twa other proposals would also have an impact on eligibility: ending

AFOC benefits fo parents when the youngest child reaches age 16 and Stardardized
fFirst: , B

The administrition 1ast year recomnended denying AFDC benefits to parents

with older children; buf tré proposal was dropped in conference.

State and local welfare officials opposed it then, and likely will do

$6 again this year: Parents who stay on AFDC lung enough for their youngest
cHild té reach age 16 are often poorly prepared to make it in the labor

Warket: Their attachment to work may have been sporadi: over the years

or even nonexistent due to health problems or location in a remote area.

for them: and for society, if their benefits suddenly stop and they have

not been readicd for employment and may s’tiiﬁ nive & child in school to
Support. Guite possibiy, theywill become the responsibility of increasingly S
overwhelmed gemeral assistance programs financed solely by shrinking state -
and 1local treasuries and may never gain entry to the labor market. What

these pa’kéﬁtéiim'ostfy figthiers--need is job preparation and training not

an end to assistance.

The food stamp proposal would provide ditomatic eligibility for households

made up of oniy-AFDC recipients and would establish standard food stamp
allothents for them. On the Sirface; this proposal may appeal to many

State and iocal weliire adwinistrators who have long sought better coordina-
tion between food stamps and AFDC and simpler rules to administer. However,
problems. We worry Ehat thie ose of standard allotments--as opposed to

basing Gerefits on individual family needs--could have the unintended
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effect of lowering beiefits for the poorest families who now receive the
families harmless; that is; to protect them from the loss of benefits,

the proposai would be more attractive. Administratively, we believe there
could be substantial complications as families move on and off AFDC, and
presumably, obtain and lose categorical eligibility for food stamps.

The transition from one status to the other wgald ificrease erfors and
confuse recipients, thus detracting from the advantages of standardization.
For these reasons, we urge Congress to exercise cantion in this area.

OTHER -PROPOSALS INTENDED TO SIMPLIFY FOOD STAMPS

In addition to those that have airéaay been mentioned, the administration
Qéhtg to ma‘e three other changes in the food stamp program intended to
simplify it. These include eliminating the excess shelter deduction,
raising the standard deduction to compensate; ang capping the dependent

care deduction. OF this set, the one of most concern to us is elimination
of the excess shelter deduction.

Over the years, state anu local adiinistrators have perhaps been the loudest
voice for simplifying deductions in che food stamp program. The number .

;- of deductions and the special exceptions for particilar groups of people

unnecessarily complicate administration. However; we wWould have reservations
about wiping out the excess shelter disregard; unless the standard deduction
could be increased énough to offset it. True, elimination would be
§imﬁif%ft§tfﬁn; but at what price? People with high shelter costs--some

4 million Rousehiolds--would 1osé benefits at a time when they can 111

afford the 1oss. The adverse effectZwould be harshest in midwestern

and northeastern Statés where shelter Costs are higher owing to fuel
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prices and the cost- 6f- 11v1ng i genera]. yet, there would be some impact

iﬁ every reg1on of the c0untry In our judgment, it would s1mp1y be unfa1r
to reauire equa al treatment of pe0p1e and regions in unequal circumstances,

is called for | by the proposal. We appreciate the édm1n1strat1on s interest
in frying to éiapii?y the program but_question whether outright elimination
of the shelter deduction is the right way to do it.

This brings me to the last proposal we wish to address today: the recommenda-
tici that states pay the full cost of all erroneous benefits above 3 percent.
It goes wi thout saying that we were incredulous when we first learned

6f thi§ ﬁroposa!. Litt]e more than six months ago Congress adopted a

fﬁugh kinénéiéi liability policy for the food Stamp program. THat ﬁﬁi%fy

has not even had a chance to begin working. Yet, the budgéf planners

in the Executlvo Branch want to scrap it for a scheme which is nothing

cost of the benefits. There can be ﬁo'oﬁﬁér wiy to describe a plan which
would requ1re states next year to pay almost half a billion dollars 1n

penalties for errors that are ofEPn bEyond their control ow1ng to complex
and constantly chahgihg fedéral policies and to client mistakes. -
Congress. the Department of Agriculture, and the states have made valuable
progress in bringing the food stamp,program under better control the past

couple of years. Eligibility rules have been tightened; and policies '
have been simplified. Error rates have begun to tome down. in many cases
dramatically. And we are confident they will continue to drop rapidly
inder the currert ertor rate sanction policy, which requires states to

achieve a 5 percent error rate by FY 1985 and provides ample impetus for
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states to ndertake cost-effective corrective action. If better management
and fewer errors are the bojettiéés, there is simply no need for the adminis-
tration's draconian measur Indeed, by forcing states into radical action
when faced with the prospect 6% hUQe financial penalties, we beliesve it

would do more to undermine raund management of the food stamp program

and to jeopardize state resources now beinq used to finance other programs

serving the same low-income p0pu1at1on

Geyond our fundaMental objections to 1ower1ng the error raté to1erance

to 3 percent néxt year, we a1so believe Congress shou]d c]ose1y scrut1n1ze
the administration's c1a1ms that its proposed program s1mp11f1catiohs

will automat1ca11y redoce errors, therefore making 1t much eas1er for states
to achieve swaller error rates. The argument is made that tre propo als
for simpler deductions; categorical eligibility, and hrcadened household
definition will autbaa’iiéa’ﬂy’ gmh fﬁe haf%ohai food stamp error rate

1eve1 oF around 10 percent. Based on oar éxper!ence with the program, we

H3 r1ous1) doubt whether almost a third of the errors would be 1nstant1y erased
by these changes, some of which complicate the program. we are now in

the p process of gathering data from individual states to ﬁeip'us assess

the 1ilely error reduction effects of the propnsals and will be glad to

sha‘e this inforfation with you.

That tbntiudes my testimony, Mr. Chairman: 1 will be pieased to answer

afiy quéstions you may have or to otherwise be of further assistance to

you and the task force members.

Attachment.
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NATT COUNCIL OF STATE

PuBLIC %ARE \DMINISTRATORS
OF THE AMERICAN PUBUC WELFARE ASSOCIATION

illiePésEb AFDC— IMPROVEMENTS:

zzgzpan ! cnl C
exempt T n for a period of time. To require WIN

registration by pregnant women is counterproductive becaise few
job opportunities exist as is a needless waste of limited taxpayer
resources.

The federal government provxdes this benefit to low-xncome workxng
Americans., To- further-reduce the income of the nation's poorest

fami[iés -~ aFDC recipients -- is unfair.

Allow sta‘es .c require parants with chxldren agg 3- 6 to partxcxgate

3 care and federal WIN Funds are avaitabie. To avoid
iong tewm AFDC dependency, it is important that parents become involved
in work ¢s early as possible without jeopardizing the child’s care.

Allow_federal {inancial participarion {FFP) to cover_the needs of_the _
i_2r unempioyed father when aiding pregnant women. This is
hild's elxg bility for AFDC is based on

necessary bec 2 tne t
.hp Cathgr s klfChMleﬂhEb vet, 1£ ‘the couplc has no other chxldren,

by allawing Both,parents,to reccive assistance for the third trimester
(regardless of whether there are other children in the home).

Use—thefood smampstrikers' poticy for AFBC. lf the famxlx was el*g;ble
for AFDC prior to the strike, benefits would be based on pre-strike

income. This will establish common AFDC and food stamp definitions.

Allo :.Stdfes to tesr_Common. ArDC urd fgod stamp_ def;nxtxons and
4_¢onmon quzetlﬁg process for the two programs. The demonstration
would 1ast £or two years and would be designed to promote administrative
eztxcx*nLy.

-

Eliminaté the $I5 per. month c€as_on_ oart::xpan; exsenses in. CWEPAANI; is
arbitrary and serves as_a disincentive to states interested 1in trving
CWEP. Any reascnable expenses that are a result of CWEP participation
should ke reimbursed.

je food stdmp DTogrim's.résotfce nolidy as it pertains. to_burial
_tunceral agreements, _and property a househola 13 making a_goad

to sell at a reasonibiw ¢OSt, so-that states may exsmol
xne

—ceseurTee it in AFPE. This would aguin pro o
istraticn.

Sesier Jerxratzun cetween AFGC anc £90d st¢m~> and simplify admi

Allcw states to waive recoupment of overpayments when it -is not cost
erfective to pursue collection. For example,-states should not be
réquired TO.pursuc Ooverpaymeénts to former recipients when the Costs to
collect will exceed the amount owed.

Give states discretien -in choosing when to make 4 protective payment.

Under currcnt Iaw, states must remove the parent-trom-aid and make .

_certain circomstancas (in WIN_and CWEP, for
$sS18n support

: that the sanutxonca parént cannot propcrly spend the chxla s
benefit, it_is _not_always_possible_to_identify somcone_to serve as. a.
protective payce, and using a protective payment does not in practice
restrict the parent's access to the benefit.




